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INTRODUCTION 
For all of us, early sex-role socialization is a major factor in 
determining the kind of adult we will become. Even though we may rarely 
think of events that took place in our youth, both overt and subtle mes­
sages regarding appropriate sex roles that we received as children from 
family, peers and school, have had a tremendous impact on every aspect 
of our lives including our choice of occupation. 
Sex-role socialization can be defined as "The process by which 
children and adults acquire and internalize the values, attitudes and 
behavior associated with either femininity, masculinity or both" (O'Neil, 
1981, p. 62). These influences were accepted implicitly and uncritically. 
Regardless of theoretical orientation, most psychologists agree that sex-
role socialization exerts a powerful influence on one's definition of 
self as either male or female. In fact, O'Neil (1981) asserts that the 
effects of sex-role socialization are even more influential than biolog­
ical differences in determining differences in the behavior of males and 
females. 
In the early 1970s, many investigations began to explore the effects 
of sex-role socialization on women. As a result of this, a great deal of 
research exists which indicates the effects of this phenomenon on women's 
occupational choice. The realm of sex role stereotyping and its effects 
on men's choice of careers is, however, less systematically explored 
(Hesselbart, 1977). It is this question to which this research is 
addressed. Specifically, this study will address issues related to men 
who choose to enter nursing and clerical careers, occupations in which 
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over 94% of the job incumbents are women (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
1989). Three questions will be addressed. First, is the career path 
development different for men in nontraditional careers than for men 
or women in sex-typical careers? Second, what biographical factors lead 
men into these careers? And finally, once engaged in non-traditional 
careers, how do men function on the job as compared with women in the 
same jobs? 
Early Socialization 
Sex-role socialization begins almost from birth. Studies by 
Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) indicate that infant boys are handled more 
than infant girls until they are six months of age. After this age, 
however, baby boys are held and cuddled less and allowed to explore 
their environments more than baby girls. Even at this very tender age, 
the baby boy is being pushed toward independence. As will be shown at 
a later point in this review, this independence is one of the hallmarks 
of sex-role appropriate behavior for men. 
Throughout childhood, differences in the way boys and girls are 
responded to by significant people in their environments continue, 
reinforcing the notion that boys and girls are inherently different. 
Boys receive positive reinforcement for independent behavior and for 
direct mastery of the environment (Lipman-Blumen & Leavitt, 1976) and 
girls are correspondingly reinforced for behavior that emphasizes the 
importance of relationships, for mastery of the environment through 
vicarious channels (Lipman-Blumen & Leavitt, 1976) and for behavior 
indicating that she is learning to be dependent on others (Maccoby & 
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Jacklin, 1974). 
The differences do not stop here. Boys are pressured to a much 
greater extent than girls to behave in sex-role appropriate ways (Hartley, 
1974; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974; O'Leary & Donoghue, 1978). What be­
havior is considered appropriate is not, however, defined positively as 
something that the boy should do, but rather is defined negatively as 
something the child should not do (Hartley, 1974). Consequently, the 
young boy has nothing firm that he can grasp onto in terms of what is 
expected. Rather, he must constantly be on guard lest he commit some 
behavior that someone else deems as wrong. Inappropriate behaviors for 
little girls are less clearly defined and are not enforced with the same 
vigor. It is, in fact, much more acceptable for a girl to be a "tomboy" 
than for a boy to be a "sissy" (Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974). 
There is some ambiguity, however, with regard to precisely what 
constitutes sex-role inappropriate behaviors, even for little boys. Be­
haviors for which a boy may be subject to censure are to some degree 
situation-specific, and can include any behavior that parents or others 
regard as "sissy" (Hartley, 1974). Hartley (1974) hypothesized what 
she terms "trial and error" learning of sex-appropriate behavior for 
little boys. In addition, O'Neil (1981) indicated that "a) The boy is 
expected to behave in a certain way which is not clearly defined; b) ex­
pected behavior is based on reasons that the boy cannot understand, and 
c) the expected behavior is enforced by direct and indirect threats, 
punishment, and anger from important parental models" (p. 66). The end 
result of this process is anxiety. 
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Sex Role Socialization and Occupations 
As a result of the ambiguity of what is appropriate behavior as 
well as added environmental pressure, boys integrate the masculine 
identity very early and begin to display sex-role appropriate behaviors 
as young as kindergarten (Hartley, 1974). This phenomenon has been 
demonstrated in studies in which kindergarten children were asked to 
select careers for themselves. These studies have indicated that both 
kindergarten boys and girls will choose sex-role typical careers when 
asked to select from among a group of possible careers (Riley, 1981; 
Schlossberg & Goodman, 1972) and are reluctant to relinquish these sex-
stereotyped careers, even after being exposed to nontraditional role 
models as part of their curricular materials (Weeks, Thornburg, & Little, 
1977). Kindergarten boys, however, were more likely than girls to refuse 
to participate in a situation in which they were asked to pretend to be 
the other gender and draw a picture of what they would like to be when 
they grew up (Riley, 1981). Evidently, the sex-role is even more deeply 
ingrained in 5-year-old boys than in girls of the same age. Riley (1981) 
interprets this as an indication that there is a great deal of distaste 
associated with being a girl. 
These differences with regard to occupational preference continue 
into later years. Prediger, Roth and Noeth (1974) studied llth-grade 
students, and found that the vocational preferences of more than half 
the females fell in three of 25 job families (education and social 
service, nursing and human care, and clerical/secretarial work). These 
same occupations were preferred by only 7% of llth-grade boys. 
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Although only tangentiall • related to the above discussion of sex-
role socialization, an important question which must be answered at this 
point is how jobs become sextyped in the first place. Shinar (1975) 
generated a list of 130 occupations (the development of which will be 
explained fully in a later section of this paper). She asked under­
graduate students to rate each occupation on a semantic differential 
scale with poles labeled Masculine and Feminine. Subjects were given one 
of three sets of instructions. Group 1 was asked merely to rate the 
occupations according to the semantic differential scale. This group 
was later asked to report the criteria they used in making their ratings. 
Group 2 was asked to rank the occupations based on the proportion of men 
and women employed in them. Group 3 was instructed to rank the occupa­
tions based on the personality characteristics of the people employed 
in them. 
Her results indicate first that when Group 1 was asked to report 
the criteria used to make the ratings, a total of 86% of these subjects 
reported using proportion of males and females employed in the occupa­
tion as either a primary (73%) or secondary (13%) criterion. The other 
finding that is important here is that the correlations of sextype rat­
ings for the three instruction groups and for male and female subjects 
ranged from .95 to .98. 
Following up on this study, Krefting, Berger and Wallace (1978) 
attempted to ascertain whether, in fact, gender base rate, job require­
ments and corresponding sex-linked abilities, or job content (e.g., very 
active vs. very passive jobs) is most important in determining sextype 
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of an occupation. They devised a card-sort task in which subjects were 
asked to designate 96 occupations as being either masculine or feminine. 
In making their decisions, subjects were asked to consider jointly 
ability to perform the job, anticipated job performance and job satis­
faction. 
Their results indicate that base rate was by far the most predic­
tive criterion of sextype for each occupation, accounting for 48% of 
the variance. Job requirements, when added to base rate, did improve 
predictability of sextype, but job content alone or in combination with 
other variables made little contribution. 
The implication that can be inferred from these studies, then, is 
that the actual number of males and females in any particular occupa­
tion is by far the most importnat determinant of whether the job is 
sextyped as masculine or feminine. Base rate is a more critical factor 
than either the job requirements or the job content. 
So far, we have examined early sex-role socialization and sextyping 
of occupations. We will look now at the ways in which these two factors 
work together to prevent men from entering certain "female" jobs, and 
at the difficulties incurred by men who disregard these social sanctions. 
The Impac^of Socialization on Occupation 
Occupational success is much more important for men than for women 
(Parsons, 1954; Kadushin, 1976). The typical male defines his sense of 
worth as well as deriving this self-esteem directly from his occupa­
tional status (Pleck & Sawyer, 1974) in two equally salient ways. 
The first is financial. Gould (1974) has indicated that in our culture. 
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not only does the size of man's paycheck equate with his perceived 
success, but that our culture also tends to equate the size of the man's 
paycheck with the level of his masculinity. Secondly, men also achieve 
a sense of personal status from their jobs, and according to O'Neil 
(1981), men go to work to compete for power and position. He further 
states that in order to validate their masculinity, emn must continu­
ously prove success on the job. The ideal job for a man, then, is a 
job in which a) he can earn more money than the average man, b) he can 
have power over other men, and c) he can have multiple opportunities 
to prove to himself and others that he can complete tasks successfully. 
How well do "women's jobs" measure up to these criteria? Trieman 
and Terrell (1975) have documented that, in general, women are paid 
less than men, even when education and experience are held constant. 
They have listed several reasons for this finding, including the fact 
that woemn's careers tend to be interrupted for childrearing. If this 
is so, it stands to reason that women's jobs will also systematically 
pay less than men's jobs, even in jobs for which education and other 
qualifications are the same (Lemkau, 1984). 
Nursing and clerical occupations are jobs which have been rated as 
feminine occupations (Shinar, 1975). These are reasonable examples of 
jobs that are viewed as being primarily women's jobs. Nurses and 
clerical workers are typically not employees who have a great deal of 
power within any hierarchical structure in which they are employed. 
Quite the contrary is true. Employees in these positions must take 
orders directly from physicians and/or persons in administrative roles. 
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and have virtually no employees to whom they give orders. 
Finally, with respect to opportunities for success, nursing and 
clerical careers may provide opportunities for successful completion of 
tasks, but the credit for success is usually attributed to, or at the 
very least shared with, a staff superior. If a patient is cured of an 
illness, for example, it is generally the physician who is credited with 
the cure, regardless of possible exemplary care on the part of the 
attending nurse. This is not meant to imply that the physician does not 
deserve credit, but merely to point out that there are few opportunities 
for nurses to prove to themselves or others that they can be successful 
at their occupations. 
Men in Nontraditional Jobs and Careers 
It is obvious from the foregoing that "women's jobs" do not provide 
even the most basic components of what men are socialized to believe 
that they should expect from their jobs. There are other problems 
inherent in these jobs for men as well. 
The Women's Movement notwithstanding, in our society, men are still 
seen as being superior to women. They are expected to have more occupa­
tional opportunities and advantages, and are expected to exceed women in 
occupational levels and salaries (Hesselbart, 1977). If a man enters an 
occupation filled primarily by women, he may incur several risks. 
First, he may be seen by others as wishing to imitate a group with 
lower status than that which his maleness ascribes to him (Hesselbart, 
1977). In this regard, it is important to note that men in a women's 
occupation will measure their status not by the status ascribed to 
9 
women in the same occupation, but rather by the attained status of other 
men with similar educational attainment (Kadushin, 1976). 
Second, he must compete occupationally with women, and risks the 
possibility of being outperformed by them. Third, he will most likely 
be required, at least in the early stage of his employment, to take 
orders from a woman (Hesselbart, 1977). In conjunction with these two 
risks, the man in a nontraditional career is subject to role strain. 
Role strain is defined as situations in which the perceptions and 
expectations related to one social role conflict with those related to 
another role held simultaneously by the same person" (Kadushin, 1976, 
p. 441). In other words, the man, who is presumably more occupationally 
advantaged than women, takes orders from a female superior, and risks 
being unfavorably compared with female peers. 
And finally, perhaps most importantly, he may not only have compro­
mised his occupational status, but his masculinity may have also been 
called into question (Etzkowitz, 1971; Hesselbart, 1977; Lipman-Blumen & 
Leavitt, 1976). Regardless of the fact that these stereotypes are deplor­
able, and in spite of any objective reality, the social reality also 
exists that men in women's jobs are perceived as having entered those jobs 
because they could not qualify for better, more masculine jobs (Kadushin, 
1976). Segal (1962) stated that both men and women agree that there is 
some inadequate quality to a man who enters a women's profession, even 
though there is no certainty as to the exact nature of the inadequacy. 
Judging from the small number of men who enter women's jobs, e.g., nurs­
ing and clerical occupations, it is presumed that this is still the case 
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one-quarter of a century later. 
An additional difficulty that may be encountered by men in nontradi-
tional jobs is that the public with whom they come in contact may not 
know how to react toward them. People may know, for example, how to 
respond to a male and how to respond to a secretary, but dealing with a 
male secretary may create social awkwardness for even the most sophisti­
cated consumer. 
The outlook for a man in a nontraditional career is quite negative, 
both in terms of his own self-perception and in terms of the way he is 
perceived by others. A point that needs to be made here is that the 
social stigma for a woman in a sex-role atypical job is not nearly as great 
as that faced by a man in similar circumstances. Although she may face 
questions about her femininity, a woman who enters a field of employment 
iusually dominated by men is often seen as improving her position, 
especially with regard to salary possibilities. 
Women in Nontraditional Jobs and Careers 
Sex-role stereotypes for men, and consequently for men's jobs, in­
clude such qualities as competence, independence and rationality 
(Broverman, Vogel, Broverman, Clarkson, & Rosenkrantz, 1972). Women who 
enter traditionally male jobs are seen as being imbued with these quali­
ties. Two studies which examined women in nontraditional occupations 
will clarify this point. 
Almquist (1974) studied a cohort of 110 women over a four-year 
span. These women attended a women's college and graduated together. 
Presumably, intelligence and age of the subjects did not differ. At the 
11 
end of the four-year period, data collected on the women choosing non-
traditional careers were compared with data collected on the women 
choosing traditionally female careers. Almquist found no difference in 
the two groups with respect to dating or extracurricular activities. The 
only significant differences she found were that women who selected non-
traditional careers had mothers who had attained higher educational 
levels and were more likely to have worked outside the home than the 
mothers of the women choosing traditional careers. In addition, women 
choosing nontraditional careers had more work experience in a broader 
variety of jobs than their more traditional counterparts. 
Lemkau (1979) reviewed the literature on women in nontraditional 
careers from 1930 to 1976. Her summary suggests that women who enter 
nontraditional careers are superior in many ways to women in the general 
population. They come from family backgrounds that value achievement, 
are consistently brighter, more confident, resourceful and composed than 
women in general, and report having had very positive relationships with 
both parents which included a great deal of support for androgynous 
exploration. Taken together, these studies portray women who enter non-
traditional careers in a much more positive light than that generally 
hypothesized regarding men in sex-role atypical careers. 
Given the seemingly overwhelming personal and social sanctions pro­
hibiting men from entering sex-role atypical careers, and given that some 
men do, in fact, enter these occupations, it is reasonable to ask how 
these men differ from the general population and how they came to choose 
these occupations as opposed to jobs that were more congruent with 
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society's expectations. The remainder of this study will look at some 
of the theory and speculations surrounding these questions. 
Theoretical Perspectives and Influences 
on Nontraditional Career Choice 
Biographical data 
When Lemkau (1979) reviewed the literature on women in nontradi­
tional careers, she found some differences with respect to the family 
backgrounds of these women as compared with other women. In 1984, Lemkau 
published a corresponding study in which she examined biographical 
characteristics of men pursuing nontraditional occupations. Once again, 
she found differences in family background for these men as compared with 
men in general. Differences included, but were not limited to, the 
following. 
Men in nontraditional careers were more likely to be members of a 
racial minority and to have come from a lower social class background. 
This is consistent with other data. Segal (1962) found that several of 
the male nurses he studied had come from lower SES backgrounds and had 
selected nursing as a career because they felt that it afforded them the 
opportunity to have a secure job in a field that was more prestigious 
tan the manual labor or semi-skilled jobs they might otherwise have been 
able to secure. Kahl (1953) warns, however, that SES is not a pure fac­
tor. In this study of low SES families, he found that some parents 
were satisfied with their lot in life. In these families, boys were not 
encouraged to rise higher than the status of their families of origin. 
In other families, however, parents felt dissatisfied, and encouraged 
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their sons to strive for a better life. This parental attitude corre­
lated with producing sons who achieved more than the typical son from a 
lower SES background. 
In keeping with Kahl's (1953) caveat, Lemkau (1984) also found that 
men in nontraditional careers were more likely to have had working 
mothers. It could be hypothesized that for both men and women, that the 
presence of employed mothers, during a period of time when it was not 
typical for women to work outside the home, had two influences on chil­
dren. These mothers may have been attempting to improve the family's 
standard of living, thus supporting an achievement-oriented family. Addi­
tionally, having a mother who deviated from the accepted norms for women 
may have allowed these offspring more freedom from traditional sactions as 
they selected their own careers. It is beyond the scope of this research 
to test these particular hypotheses, but they seem reasonable given that 
both men and women in sex-role atypical careers report having had 
employed mothers, and this is in conjunction with men from lower class 
backgrounds being overrepresented in nontraditional careers. 
Lemkau's (1984) study also indicated that men in nontradtional 
careers were less likely to have had a positive relationships with their 
fathers. This finding is supported to some degree by evidence from 
other research. Biller (1974) found that children without fathers have 
significantly more difficulty developing appropriate sex-role identity. 
In addition. Hartley (1974) states that boys having trouble with their 
sex-role typically report having had poor relationships with their 
fathers. If one equates appropriate sex-role identity with choosing a 
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career that is predominately filled by persons of one's own gender, then 
Siller's (1974) and Hartley's (1974) results support those of Lemkau 
(1984). 
The experimental subjects in Lemkau's (1984) study were more likely 
to have experienced a major loss in their family prior to the age of 18. 
This loss has been defined as the separation or divorce of parents, or 
the death of a parent or sibling. Her interpretation of this result as 
it relates to men choosing sex-atypical occupations is that because of 
this loss during their youth, these men had the opportunity as boys to 
exercise the nurturant side of their personalities. Once having experi­
enced these nurturant feelings, it was later more acceptable for them to 
choose occupations that required the feminine qualities of nurturance 
and warmth (Broverman et al., 1972). 
In response to open-ended questions about selection of their 
careers, men in nontraditional careers were more likely to mention 
females as positively influencing their career choice. Men in more 
traditional careers were often mentioned other men as being influential 
in their coice of careers, but this difference was not significant. 
Biographical questionnaire development 
Overall, Lemkau's (1984) results, when taken individually, have 
received support from other sources. It appears, however, that her 
research represents the only study which has systematically investi­
gated biographical factors leading men to select sex-role atypical 
careers. She indicated that she had developed a questionnaire to 
measure these factors, but no information was given regarding the 
reliability or validity of her instrument. It is necessary, there­
15 
fore, to test her results using a biographical instrument which has been 
thoroughly investigated and shown to be reliable and whose validity for 
establishing biographical data as indicative of career direction has been 
confirmed. 
Owens and his associates (Chaney & Owens, 1964; Neiner & Owens, 
1985; Owens, 1968; 1971; Owens & Schoenfeldt, 1979) have developed such 
an instrument. This instrument, the Biographical Questionnaire (BQ), 
was developed on the basis of several assumptions. 
Assumption 1: The biodata approach assumes that humans can be classi­
fied according to complex models that contemplate prediction from 
both human characteristics and enviornmental contexts (Owens, 1968; 
1971; Owens & Schoenfeldt, 1979). 
Assumption 2: Differences between persons are not random, but rather 
have a certain amount of pattern or sequence (Owens & Schoenfeldt, 
1979). 
These assumptions have led to a basic axiom and a naturally following 
corollary on which the model is based. 
Basic axiom: The best predictor of what a person will do in the future 
is what he/she has done in the past (Owens, 1968; Owens & 
Schoenfeldt, 1979). 
Corollary: Persons who have behaved similarly in the past should con­
tinue to behave similarly in the future (Owens, 1968; Owens & 
Schoenfeldt, 1979). 
The biodata model which has resulted from these assumptions is a 
developmental-integrative model (Owens, 1968; 1971) which takes into 
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account both environmental influences which impinge upon the individual 
(e.g., parental behavior, SES), and also the ability of the individual 
to select particular experiences because they are compatible with the 
individual's self-concept (Owens & Schoenfeldt, 1979). The model, then 
is considered to be interactionistic. Thus, in making career decisions, 
an individual is influenced by such variables as parental biases which 
may predispose the person to believe that certain occupations are more 
acceptable than others (DeWinne, Overton, & Schneider, 1978), by SES 
which may influence the level of occupation to which one aspires (Segal, 
1962; Kahl, 1953; Gottfredson, 1981), and also by personal vari­
ables which lead people to acquire certain skills and personality charac­
teristics and not others. 
The BQ is an instrument that has been developed to empirically 
investigate the biodata model. Chaney and Owens (1964) initially devel­
oped the BQ in order to increase the understanding of developmental 
patterns leading people to select engineering, as well as subspecialties 
within engineering, as a career. An instrument was constructed consist­
ing of 170 items compiled from several sources (For a complete listing of 
sources, the reader is directed to Chaney and Owens, 1964.). The instru­
ment included items dealing with childhood and early experiences, 
academic achievement, occupational status of parents, sibling relation­
ships, socioeconomic conditions, habits, attitudes, friends and other 
background information (Chaney & Owens, 1964). 
The instrument was administered to 508 freshmen enrolled in the 
School of Engineering and 392 Freshmen enrolled in the School of Agricul­
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ture at Purdue University. The agriculture students were used as a con­
trol for the low end of measured engineering interest. The Strong Voca­
tional Interest Blank (SVIB) and the BQ were administered to all of the 
900 subjects. Scores on the engineering scale of the SVIB, as well as 
special SBIV scales measuring interest in sales engineering and research 
engineering developed by Dunnette (1957), rather than college major, were 
used as the criterion measures. 
Test-retest reliability was computed by readministering 56 of the 
BQ items to 49 of the original subjects 19 months after the first admin­
istration. The test-retest coefficient was .85. No internal consistency 
coefficient was reported. 
In order to establish criterion-related validity, BQ scores were 
correlated with the three SVIB scales. The correlation coefficients were 
.51, .57, and .42 for general engineering, sales engineering and research 
engineering, respectively. All correlations were significant beyond the 
p<.01 level. 
Other more recent studies have also supported criterion-related 
validity of the BQ. John Holland's (1973) theory of vocational choice 
has been used as a criterion measure for the BQ. Holland's theory 
posits that individuals develop personality through interaction with 
their environments, and subsequently make career choices based on 
similarity of the occupational environment with their own personalities. 
This theory is congruent with the biodata model, and consequently, data 
derived from subjects taking the BQ should reliably predict occupational 
choice. Holland (1973) has delineated six major job classifications and 
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corresponding personality types; Realistic (R), Investigative (I), 
Artistic (A), Social (S), Enterprising (E), and Conventional (C). 
Studies have indicated that the biodata can successfully predict the 
classification of a person's career. Some examples follows. 
Eberhardt and Muchinsky (1982b) were the first to attempt to inte­
grate these two models. They administered the BQ and Holland's (1975) 
Vocational Preference Inventory (VPI) to 816 subjects. Using interests 
expressed on the BPI as the criterion measure, they found that up to 35% 
of a subject's vocational interest can be predicted from life-history 
experiences. Eberhardt and Muchinsky (1982b) contend that "the amount 
of variance explained in vocational preference by life-history experi­
ences is as great as or greater than reported for most other variables 
in the literature" (p. 724). 
Neiner and Owens (1985) followed up this study by looking at actual 
career choice rather than expressed interest. They administered the BQ 
to college freshmen at the University of Georgia. Three to four years 
after these students had graduated, data were collected on the current 
occupations of 995 of these same students. These occupations were classi­
fied according to Holland's (1973) classification system, and were then 
compared with BQ data collected seven to eight years earlier. Data 
obtained from the BQ accounted for 24% and 22% of the variance in job 
group membership for males and females, respectively. 
Factor analyses of the BQ have also indicated evidence of construct 
validity. Using a total of 2,000 college freshmen as subjects. Owens 
and Schoenfeldt (1979) performed a factor analysis on the BQ. Retaining 
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only items that loaded on the factors at the .30 level of greater, the 
end result was a BQ which consisted of 118 items. The factor analysis 
yielded 13 factors for males and 15 factors for females. Using the 
118-item version of the BQ, Eberhardt and Muchinsky (1982a) later vali­
dated this factor analysis. Their results indicate that, using 60% 
overlap as the cutoff for analog consideration, each of the male factors 
could be paired with a factor from the Owens and Schoenfeldt study. 
Amount of overlap ranged from 71% to 100% (see Table 1). 
Insert Table 1 About Here 
Additionally, the coefficient alphas for each of the factors were 
computed in two separate studies (Owens & Schoenfield, 1979; Graef, Wells, 
Hyland & Muchinsky, 1985) and were found to be similar (see Table 2). 
For the female factors, the six factors did not have analog factors, and 
the amount of overlap for the factors having analogs was not as great. 
Insert Table 2 About Here 
The BQ can be used to test Lemkau's (1984) results. The BQ, however, 
includes many more areas of inquiry than were indicated to be important 
determinants of sex-role atypical career selection for males. Consequently, 
many items can be eliminated. In this study, it is only the males in non-
traditional careers who are of interest, so referring to the male factors, 
four factors have been identified whose content relates to Lemkau's 
results: Parental control versus freedom. Socioeconomic status; Warmth 
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of parental relationship; and Sibling friction (see Table 3). Sibling 
friction has been included since Lemkau (1984) refers to men with non-
traditional careers having had more opportunity to express nurturance. 
This factor may tap into this nurturance. 
Insert Table 3 About Here 
Graef et al. (1985) found a very low (.28) coefficient alpha for 
Factor 12, Sibling friction, and did not use this factor for further 
analysis. Nevertheless, it was decided to use the factor in this study. 
First, the factor had 100% overlap in the Owens and Schoenfeldt (1979) and 
the Eberhardt and Muchinsky (1982a) studies, indicating tremendous stabil­
ity (see Table 1). Second in the Owens and Schoenfeldt (1979) study, the 
factor proved to have a coefficient alpha of .73 (see Table 2), which is 
reasonably high. It is suspected that the population in the Graef et al. 
(1985) study may have been somewhat atypical with regard to sibling rela­
tionships . 
The BQ does not, however, ask for information regarding separation 
or divorce of parents, or death of nuclear family member. These questions 
will need to be included. In addition, the BQ assumes that father was the 
person in the family who was working outside the home as well as asking 
questions about both fathers and mothers that have no corresponding ques­
tions referring to the parent of the opposite gender. Several questions 
also refer to parents in general rather than either father or mother. 
Because Lemkau (1984) makes distinctions regarding relationships with 
mothers and fathers, each question in the BQ referring either to "parents" 
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or to "father" or "mother" needed to become two corresponding questions 
referring to mother and father (see Appendix I - Family Background. It 
is assumed that with this modification, the two factors dealing with par­
ental relationships will, in this study, become four separate factors. 
Based on Lemkau's findings, when compared with other men in masculine 
sex-role typical careers (Ts), it is hypothesized that men in sex-role 
atypical occupations (As) will: 1) perceive their fathers as having 
been less strict ; 2) perceive their mothers as having allowed them less 
freedom; 3) have come from a lower SES; 4) report having had more dis­
tant relationships with their fathers; 5) report having had closer re­
lationships with their mothers; 6) report less sibling friction; more 
frequently have experienced 7) separation or 8) divor-e of parents and 
9) death of a nuclear family member. 
Circumscription and compromise theory 
Biographical data provide one method of looking for atypical cir­
cumstances which lead men into nontraditional careers. There are, how­
ever, other possible explanations. An alternative explanation may be 
that these men, for whatever reason, have had a more erratic career path 
than that of the population in general. 
Linda Gottfredson (1981) proposed a developmental theory of career 
choice in which at each stage of the developmental process, as children 
achieve a more mature self-concept, they relinguish certain occupational 
possibilities. She has referred to this theory as a circumscription 
and compromise theory since the process is one of first eliminating 
several career alternatives until a narrow range of options remains. 
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and then expanding those options to accommodate to the reality of oppor­
tunity. According to the theory, there are four stages. 
Stage 1 occurs between the ages of three to five. At this stage, 
children become oriented to size and power and first begin to develop a 
gender self-concept. Toward the end of this stage, youngsters restrict 
themselves occupationally to real adult occupations as opposed to magical 
or fantasy jobs such as being Wonder Woman or a robot. 
Between the ages of six and eight, children go through Stage 2. At 
this time, they are developing an orientation to sex roles. They begin 
to reject jobs that are seen as inappropriate for someone of their 
gender. 
Orientation to social valuation occurs in Stage 3, between the ages 
of nine to 13. This is consistent with other theorists. Three decades 
ago, Kahl (1953) recognized that awareness of social status did not be­
gin to appear in children until about the fourth grade. During this 
period of time, children are developing a concept of occupational 
prestige. They reject jobs in which the prestige is seen as being too 
low for their social class or ability. Also during this time, they 
begin to understand the concept of expended effort. Jobs will also be 
rejected at this point in time if they are seen as requiring more effort 
than the child thinks is reasonable to expend to gain entry. Since jobs 
with very high prestige generally require a great deal of education 
and/or intelligence, these jobs, in addition to the very low prestige 
jobs, will be rejected. 
At age 14 and beyond, children first begin to develop an awareness 
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of their internal, unique self. It is only at this time. Stage 4, that 
they begin to look at occupations as being more or less compatible with 
their own interests and abilities. 
We have, then, a common developmental process through which all 
individuals progress in a preordained way. Gottfredson (1981) indicated 
that this is an irreversible circumscription process - that is, once a 
job has been rejected, it will not be considered again except under 
unusual circumstances. Additionally, the earlier in life a job type is 
rejected, the more strongly will the person hold to that decision. 
According to the theory, all persons have job preferences and at the 
same time are aware that some of the jobs that they would prefer are 
inaccessible to them. Job preference represents the "wish" rather than 
the "reality" component of occupational aspiration. Perceived accessi­
bility refers to the realistic aspects of obtaining training for or 
entry into a particular occupation as perceived by the individual. 
In order to ally job preferences with accessibility, people must 
make compromises. These compromises are not made randomly, but rather 
in a prescribed order. Vocational interests are sacrificed first. 
They are most recently integrated into our occupational awareness, and 
are, therefore, the easiest to disregard. If the person cannot find 
an acceptable job after relinquishing occupational interest - that is 
shifting job fields - the next component to be sacrificed as job level, 
or occupational prestige. The last element to be sacrificed is sex-role 
type of the occupation. Gottfredson contends that our occupations are 
our most public self-definition, and since sextype is so central to our 
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self-concept, it is the last aspect to be sacrificed in the career 
compromise process. 
This theory presumes that the stages are sequential and prescribed, 
and further, that the circumscription process is basically Irreversible. 
How, then, can the theory account for people of either gender who enter 
sex-atypical careers? As has just been indicated, Gottfredson (1981) 
makes the point that our occupation is our public self-definition, and 
that gender identity is central to our self-concept, and it has previ­
ously been shown that this is more true of men than of women (Kadushin, 
1976; O'Neil, 1981; Gould, 1974). 
If the circumscription and compromise theory is valid (Validity of 
the theory is assumed here, although the theory has not been tested.), 
then one of two explanations with regard to men in nontraditional careers 
must also be true. Gottfredson (1981) makes an allowance for unusual 
circumstances, and alludes to the fact that some training opportunities 
are more readily available than others. Prediger and Cole (1975) also 
indicate that there are many explanations for job entry and persistence 
other than occupational satisfaction. 
Tests of circumscription and compromise theory 
Given these realities, it is possible that men in nontraditional 
careers entered their jobs because they had easily accessible opportuni­
ties for training and entry. This could be tested by asking these men 
how they came to enter their present occupations. It is hypothesized 
that As more than Ts will report that the opportunities were offered 
to them. 
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The second possible explanation is that the career path for these 
men has followed a course which is more unusual than that followed for 
the general population. In order to test this hypothesis, it is 
necessary to have a list of representative occupations which has been 
rated for both prestige level and for sextype. It is not necessary also 
to rate the list for occupational field since, according to Gottfredson's 
theory, this aspect is the first to be sacrificed, and will most likely 
not follow any logical course as successive compromises are made. Sex-
type, and to a lesser degree prestige, should, however, follow a 
logical progression. 
Eva Shinar (1974) constructed a list of 130 occupations which she 
deemed to be representative of occupations in general. This list is 
based on Roe's (1956) occupational classification scheme, and includes 
occupations from each of Roe's eight dimensions of occupational space: 
service, business contact, organization, technology, outdoor, science, 
general-cultural and arts and entertainment. Within each dimension of 
occupational space. Roe's four hierarchical levels are represented as 
well: professional-managerial 1 (independent responsibility), profes­
sional-managerial 2, semi-professional and small business occupations, 
and skilled occupations. 
Each of the occupations in the list was subjected to a semantic 
differential scale, the poles of which were Masculine and Feminine. 
Sixty male and 60 female undergraduates at The Ohio State University 
were asked to rate these occupations along this continuum of occupa­
tional sextype, and were given one of three sets of instructions, vague, 
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proportion, or sex-related attributes (fully described in a previous 
section of this paper). 
The correlations between the sextype ratings of male and female 
subjects in Shinar's (1974) study were extremely high, ranging from .95 
to .98. Thirteen subjects were readministered the scale following an 
interval of three weeks, and the test-retest reliability was found to 
be .97. Finally, each of the occupations received a rating along the 
sextype continuum. Examples of jobs considered extremely masculine were 
minor, highway maintenance worker and heavy equipment operator; repre­
sentative neutral occupations were school psychologist, counseling 
psychologist and high school teacher; occupations which were rated at 
the extreme feminine end of the scale were receptionist, registered 
nurse and manicurist (Shinar, 1975). 
Shinar's study was completed in 1974. A great deal has occurred in 
the intervening decade with regard to women's rights as well as the 
perception of acceptable occupations for women. It is assumed, therefore, 
that the sex-role type ratings in 1974 would not be valid today, and it 
has been decided to readminister the same list (using the "vague" set 
of instructions since this outcome was found to best represent the 
overall ratings for all groups), with a few minor changes. The current 
emphasis on nonaexist language has recently created a change in some job 
titles, and three occupations in the list will be retitled to reflect these 
changes, i.e., air steward(ess) will be changed to flight attendant, fish­
erman will be changed to commercial fishing and police sergeant will become 
police officer (see Appendix III - Occupations List-MF). 
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In addition to updating the list for current sextype of the occu­
pations, it will also be necessary to rate the occupations for prestige. 
Gottfredson (1981) refers to occupational prestige as the overall de­
sirability of the job. Therefore, the same list of occupations needed 
to be rated on a semantic differential scale encompassing an unpres-
tigious/prestigious continuum (see Appendix II - Occupations List-UP). 
Once these two types of evaluations were made, the list was 
administered to employed individuals with the instructions that they ' 
select from the list those occupations which they have seriously con­
sidered entering and/or in which they have received training. If these 
subjects then order those occupations chronologically from earliest to 
most recent, it will be possible to test Gottfredson's theory. It is 
hypothesized that both men and women currently employed in occupations 
that are viewed as appropriately sextyped will follow a more linear 
progression through the sextype and prestige continua than men in non-
traditional careers. 
To test the opportunity hypothesis - that people often enter and 
remain in occupations because they have been offered training and/or 
entry rather than through intentionally seeking out the occupation -
these employed individuals can be asked if their current vocation was 
offered, or whether they were in some way coerced into this type of 
vocation. It is hypothesized the men in nontraditional occupations will 
report more often than others that this was the case. 
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Occupational functioning and job Involvement 
While it is useful to know the process by which people come to be 
employed in occupations that society perceives as inapprorpiate for 
them, it is also necessary to take the inquiry one step further and to 
determine how men in nontraditional occupations function in comparison 
with women in the same jobs, and in comparison with men in sex-typical 
occupations. In order to address this issue, we return to the differ­
ences between men and women in sex-role socialization. 
Beginning very early in life, little boys are socialized in such a 
way as to prepare them for adult employment (Bucher, 1976; Fasteau, 
1974; Goldberg, 1977; Olson, 1978). O'Neil (1981) points out that even 
the toys little boys play with and their games are geared toward pre­
paring them for the world of work. According to O'Neil, "During the 
preschool years and in the primary grades, male expectancies and learn­
ings are typically directed at preparing the boy to be a successful 
worker, provider and MAN (italics)" (O'Neil, 1981. p. 71). 
The same cannot be said for the experience of little girls. Fe­
males are socialized to achieve through vicarious, as opposed to direct, 
channels and the emphasis of their socialization focuses on the impor­
tance of relationships (Lipman-Blumen & Leavitt, 1976; Maccoby & 
Jacklin, 1974). As a result of these early experiences, as adults 
women are much more likely than men to view work as an option rather 
than a demand. Even when financial necessity is a factor, the typical 
woman is likely to view her job as being at least somewhat temporary 
and to be aware that giving up employment in favor of homemaking and 
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childrearing is always an option (Trieman & Terrell, 1975). Conse­
quently, due to these differential socialization experiences, adult 
males may be inherently more committed than adult females to their jobs, 
regardless of the nature of the occupations. 
Lodahl and Kejner (1965) have coined the term "job involvement" to 
refer to occupational commitment. They state that job involvement can 
be measured by the importance of work in the person's total self-image. 
As has been indicated repeatedly throughout this discourse, work is 
simply more important to a man's self-definition than to a woman's. 
Dubin (1955) has pointed out the continuity between childhood experi­
ences and adult work experiences. Childhood socialization is so 
crucial a factor, in fact, that it is resistant to change due to the 
nature of the specific job. It is so resistant to change as to render 
it unaffected by whether or not the individual is happy with his/her 
current occupation (Lodahl & Kejner, 1965). 
Lodahl and Kejner (1965) developed a scale to measure job involve­
ment. They created a list of 87 items which potentially measured this 
characteristic. The items were then submitted to a group of "expert" 
judges consisting of 11 psychologists, three sociologists and eight 
second-year graduate students enrolled in a human relations course. 
These judges were asked to rate the degree of job involvement expressed 
by each statement. Of the 87 items, 40 items having low Q values and 
having medians toward the ends of the distribution were retained. 
These 40 items were then administered to 137 nurses in a large 
general hospital. The entire job involvement scale was summed and then 
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factor analyzed. In addition to five other factors, a general factor 
emerged which accounted for 22% of the obtained communality. The summed 
scale score loaded .96 on this factor and accounted for 91% of the total 
factor variance. 
The number of items was further reduced based on item-total corre­
lations, factorial clarity and communality of an item. The result was 
a 20-item scale. Scores on the resulting shortened scale were tabulated 
from the data collected from the nurses in the original sample. The 
correlation between the 40-item and the 20-item versions was .88. This 
reduced scale was then administered to a group of 70 engineers and a 
group of 46 second-year graduate students in the business administration 
for the purpose of reliability and validity checks. 
Reliability was checked by calculating the split-half reliability 
using the Spearman-Brown correction and odd-even items as the split. 
The corrected split-half correlations were .72, .80 and .89 for the 
nurses, engineers and students, respectively (see Table 4). Lodahl and 
Kejner (1965) account for the lower reliability for nurses by explaining 
that there may have been some effect of "hiding" of the 20-item scale 
within the 40-item scale for nurses, but this was not the case for the 
engineers and students. 
Insert Table 4 About Here 
Hall and Mansfield (1971) explored stability of scores on the job 
involvement and scale. They studied engineers and scientists and found 
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a test-retest correlation of .70 over a 20-month period. This represents 
fairly substantial stability, given the time lapse between administra­
tions of the scale. 
Two types of validity checks are reported. The first is discrimi­
nant validity. For the three groups, the students differed significantly 
from both the nurses and the engineers at the p<.01 level, but the nurses 
and engineers did not differ from each other (see Table 3). This is to 
be expected since both the nurses and engineers had already embarked 
upon their careers while the students had not. 
The second type of validity checked was concurrent validity, and 
this was calculated independently for each of the three groups. For 
the nurses, total job involvement score was correlated with years of 
college, years of experience, part time or full time employment, job 
status (Six levels of nurses, from orderly to head nurse, participated.), 
age and marital status. The only variable that correlated significantly 
(r=.26, p<.01) with job involvement was age. This is to be expected 
based on the data regarding women's occupational socialization. If, as 
Trieman and Terrell (1975) suggest, women typically regard employment as 
an option whose alternative is childrearing responsibilities, then the 
older the woman, the less likely that the childrearing option will be 
available to her. Therefore, it is more likely that older women will 
obtain their self-definition from their occupations, and thus be more 
job involved. Other studies have also found significant correlations 
between age and job involvement (Schwyhart & Smith, 1972; Jones, James, 
& Bruni, 1975; Hall & Mansfield, 1971, 1975) for both males and 
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females. 
The students were also asked to complete the Ghiselli Self-Descrip­
tion Inventory (1954). This instrument includes scales measuring in­
telligence, supervisory qualities, initiative, self-assurance, occupa­
tional level, and decision-making approach. Supervisory qualities was 
the only scale which reached significant correlation (r=.31, p<.05). 
Intuitively, it stands to reason that job involvement would correlate 
with supervisory qualities since Lodahl and Kejner (1965) define job 
involvement as the importance of work in defining the person's self-
perceived worth. Supervising others provides unique opportunities for 
confirmation of a person's occupational worth. This confirmation can 
come from internal satisfactions with a job well done as well as 
externally from both supervisors and one's supervisees. It therefore 
follows that an individual to whom work provided strong cues regarding 
self-worth would develop qualities leading that person into successful 
supervisory roles. 
Finally, the engineers were administered an additional attitudes 
questionnaire which included the Job Description Index (JDI) (Kendall, 
Smith, Hulin, & Locke, 1963). The JDI includes five scales measuring, 
job satisfaction, and the job involvement scale correlated significantly 
with four of the five scales; satisfaction with the work itself (r=.29) 
promotion (r=.38); supervision (r=.38); and people (r=.37) (p values not 
given). Lodahl and Kejner (1965) conclude that job involvement is 
correlated with, though not the same as, job satisfaction. 
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If the Job Involvement Scale were administered to men and women in 
occupations sextyped as feminine and to men working in masculine sextyped 
careers, it is hypothesized that job involvement scores for men in non-
traditional careers would be most similar to scores for men in tradi­
tional careers, and that men in general would be more job involved than 
women. 
Because the validity of the Job Involvement Scale must be inferred 
from the studies conducted it was decided to use a second, related 
measure to test this hypothesis. Jeffrey Greenhaus (1973) developed a 
28-item scale to measure career salience. He defines this concept as 
"the perceived importance of work and a career in one's life" 
(Greenhaus, 1974, p. 53). Using a sample of 208 undergraduates, 
Greenhaus (1973) factor analyzed this scale and found three factors: 
relative priority of career compared with other specific life satisfac­
tions; general attitudes toward work; and concern with career advancement 
and planning for a career. These factors provide evidence of construct 
validity of the scale. 
Greenhaus and Simon (1977) later selected the two items which had 
the highest loadings on each factor for a shortened 6-item career 
salience scale (see Appendix VIII - Work Scale II). They found the 
interitem reliability for the two scales to be equivalent. The coeffi­
cient alpha for the 28-item scale was .81 and the coefficient alpha for 
the 6-item scale was .83 (Greenhaus & Simon, 1977). The 6-item scale 
will be used for this study. 
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Statement of the Problem 
Sex-role socialization messages that we receive as children provide 
strong prescriptions to us regarding who we should and not be as adults. 
Men are particularly vulnerable to these messages since there is less 
societal opprobrium against women who are masculine than against men who 
are effeminate. 
Men who defy these societal messages by entering sex-atypical 
careers must either have been socialized differently from the general 
male population or have arrived in these careers through a different 
route than that generally taken. 
Assuming, as must be the case, that even for these men, some of the 
socialization messages were the same as those typically received by 
males, they would still be expected to have understood that their role 
in life included being a worker. Therefore, regardless of their chosen 
occupation, men would be expected to be more job involved than women. 
It was decided for this study to use as subjects employees in 
Veterans Administration hospitals, and to use specifically nurses, 
clerical workers, engineers and police as subjects. Nursing and cleri­
cal work represent typically feminine sextyped occupations, and 
engineering and police work are typically seen as being male domains. 
Nursing and engineering occupations require approximately equal amounts 
of education and experience, and the same is true for police and cleri­
cal workers. 
Men are employed in nursing and clerical occupations within the VA 
system in greater numbers than is usually seen in other settings. This 
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provides an opportunity to collect sufficient data to test the hypotheses 
stated herein. Further, this setting offers a unique chance to test the 
opportunity hypothesis. Many of the employees in the VA system are 
veterans, and it is possible that these persons were trained in their 
current occupations while in the armed forces. 
The VA setting is by no means ideal for a number of reasons. First, 
the salary structure within this setting is different from that generally 
found. The Federal government, including the VA system, has a well-
defined comparable worth system such that all employees are paid on the 
basis of education and training required for entry into the occupation. 
Entry-level nurses are paid the same as entry-level engineers, and entry-
level secretaries are paid salaries equivalent to those of entry-level 
police officers (Veterans Administration, 1986). This may depress any 
statistical results. 
Further, the clientele in the VA setting tends to be primarily 
males. Consequently, the social sanctions prohibiting males from 
working in women's jobs may not be as strong. The VA is simply a man's 
world, and it is not unusual to see men in all kinds of jobs within 
this facility. This should not affect results of the study, however, 
since questions will be asked regarding life history data, career path, 
which is also historical information, and job involvement. It may be 
questioned whether present experience may alter the recollection and 
report of one's historical information, but Cascio (1975) found a cor­
relation of .94 between reported life experiences and those same life 
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experiences later verified as being accurate. It is assumed, therefore, 
that reported historical data are accurate within acceptable limits. With 
regard to job involvement, this quality is assumed to be stable for the 
Individual (Lodahl & Kejner, 1965). 
Hypotheses 
All hypotheses in this study are based on comparisons of men in sex-
atypical jobs (As) with either women in those same jobs (Ws), men in 
traditional jobs (Ts), or both. With regard.to biographical data. As 
are compared only with Ts and are expected to: 
Hypothesis 1: perceive their fathers as having been less controlling. 
Hypothesis 2: perceive their mothers as having been more controlling. 
Hypothesis 3: have come from a lower SES background. 
Hypothesis 4: report having had more distant relationships with their 
fathers. 
Hypothesis 5: report having had closer relationships with their mothers. 
Hypothesis 6: report less sibling friction. 
Hypothesis 7: more frequently having experienced parental separation. 
Hypothesis 8: more frequently have experienced parental divorce. 
Hypothesis 9: more frequently have experienced death of a nuclear 
family member. 
To test the circumscription and compromise theory. As will be 
compared with both Ts and Ws. As compared with these groups. As are 
expected to: 
Hypothesis 10: be less likely to have followed a monotonie progression 
through sextyplng and prestige levels during their career pathing. 
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Hypothesis 11: when compared only with Ts, be more likely to have been 
trained for and/or have received experience in their present occupa­
tion while in the armed forces. 
Finally, with regard to job involvement. As will again be compared 
with both Ts and Ws. As are expected to: 
Hypothesis 12: most closely resemble Ts, and both As and Ts are 
expected to differ significantly from Ws. 
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METHODS 
This study was conducted in three phases. The first two phases were 
performed, respectively, to establish statistical properties of the BQ, 
and to compute mean prestige levels and sextype ratings for each of the 
130 occupations in the Occupations List (see Appendix II - Occupations 
List-UP, and Appendix III - Occupations List-MF). Phase three entailed 
administration of the study instruments (see Appendices I, V, VI and 
VII-BQ, Information Sheet, Vocational Interests and Work Scale, 
respectively) to selected VA employees for the purpose of testing the 
experimental hypotheses. Data were collected from May, 1986 - February, 
1989. 
Phase 1 
Purpose 
The purpose of this phase of the study was to establish a factor 
structure for the revised BQ (see Appendix I - Family Background). 
Subjects 
Subjects were 258 males from the following locations: 57 under­
graduate students in undergraduate psychology courses at Iowa State 
University in Ames, Iowa; 37 male students in introductory psychology or 
sociology classes at St. Louis Community College - Florissant Valley in 
St. Louis, Missouri; 52 male Army reservists in a Mobile Army Surgical 
Hospital (MASH) unit in St. Louis, Missouri; 18 male nurses at Jewish 
Hospital in St. Louis, Missouri; and 93 male employees at VA hospitals 
in Iowa City, Iowa, Knoxville, Iowa, and St. Louis, Missouri. 
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Subject selection procedures 
Iowa State University psychology students who volunteered to 
participate in the department's human research participant pool served 
as subjects and were recruited for this study via sign-up sheets. These 
57 subjects represents a very small percentage of all male students 
taking undergraduate psychology courses at Iowa State University. 
At St.-Louis Community College - Florissant Valley, the experi­
menter attended one class period in each introductory psychology and 
sociology course. Students in these classes were requested to volunteer 
for participation. All students contacted at St. Louis Community 
College - Florissant Valley participated. In both of these schools, 
students were offered extra course credit points for participation. 
To recruit subjects at the MASH reserve unit, the commanding 
officer announced at morning formation that all male reservists would 
be given time during the drill day to participate in the study. Inter­
ested reservists volunteered. Fifty-two of the approximately 200 male 
reservists (about 25%) participated. 
At Jewish Hospital, participants were recruited through their head 
nurses, who granted permission for their supervisees to participate. 
Questionnaires were sent to all head nurses in the hospital, who sub­
sequently distributed them to all male nurses in their respective 
departments. Eighteen out of approximately 50 questionnaires (36%) were 
returned. 
At all VA hospitals, department supervisors supplied names of all 
relevant male employees. Each employee was contacted by the experi­
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menter at the beginning of his shift and asked to participate. All 
experimenter contacted employees volunteered to participate. 
Differences in subject selection procedures in this study were due 
to variations in research requirements at each of the institutions 
rather than planned experimental design differences. 
Data collection procedures 
Data for Phase 1 were collected from May, 1986 - February, 1989. 
Student subjects responded to the BQ and one other instrument which was 
used in Phase 2 of this study (see Phase 2 - Data Collection Procedures, 
below). Sequence of instrument administration was systematically varied 
to control for order effects. Jewish Hospital and MASH personnel 
responded only to the BQ. VA employees received a packet of question­
naires which included the BQ and all other instrumetns used in Phase 3 
of this study (see Phase 3 - Data Collection Procedures, below). All 
subjects were asked to respond to the questionnaires in the order 
presented. 
Students and MASH personnel participated in groups. Subjects were 
handed the questionnaire(s) and told that they were participating in a 
study dealing with family background and career choice. VA employees 
were contacted and participated individually (see Phase 3 - Subject 
Selection Procedures), but were given the same information about the 
study. Jewish hospital staff were contacted by their head nurse and 
participated individually. 
At Iowa State University, questionnaires were administered either 
by the experimenter or by a trained assistant. At all other locations 
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with the exception of Jewish Hospital, all data were collected by the 
experimenter. At Jewish Hospital, however, male nursing staff were con-
taced by their head nurse, who handed out questionnaires. Attached to 
these questionnaires were interoffice return envelopes which had been 
preaddressed to the experimenter. 
All subjects were informed that participation was voluntary, that 
there would be no penalty for refusal, and that no one other than the 
experimenter would know whether or not they had participated or would 
have access to their answers. Each subject signed an Informed Consent 
Form appropriate to their group (see Appendix IV - Informed Consent 
Form - Employees and Appendix VIII - Informed Consent Form - Students) 
plus any other Informed Consent Forms required by the specific site. 
All group subjects were debriefed following completion of the 
questionnaires.. They were told the purpose of the study, given a brief 
overview of the components, and it was explained how their Individual 
responses fit into the overall data. All questions posed by subjects 
were answered by the experimenter. All VA employees were given the 
opportunity to have any questions answered which were generated by the 
instruments. Jewish hospital employees were given the experimenter's 
telephone number to call with questions or comments. However, no one 
called. 
Differences in data collection procedures were due to differences 
in research requirements at each of the institutions rather than planned 
differences due to the design of the study. 
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Phase 2 
Purpose 
The purpose of this phase of the study was to determine mean 
numerical values for sextype and prestige level for each of the 130 
occupations in the Occupations List. 
Subjects 
Subjects were 233 students in undergraduate psychology classes at 
Iowa State University or introductory psychology or sociology classes at 
St. Louis Community College - Florissant Valley. One hundred fifty-two 
were female and 81 were male. Male subjects were the same students who 
participated in Phase 1 of this study, except that the 13 male students 
at St. Louis Community College - Florissant Valley who completed a BQ 
for Phase 1 did not complete an Occupations List for Phase 2. The 
experimenter did not have enough copies for all who wanted to partici­
pate. 
Subject selection procedures 
Subjects for Phase 2 were recruited through the same methods as 
student subjects in Phase 1. The only difference was that females were 
also used in this phase. All students were given extra credit points 
for participation. 
Data collection procedures 
Data were collected from May, 1986 - February, 1989. Each student 
completed an Occupations List rating the occupations along either a 
male-female continuum (see Appendix III - Occupations List-MF) or a 
prestigious-unprestigious continuum (see Appendix II - Occupations 
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List-UP). Half the subjects had lists presented in reverse order from 
that shown in the appendices. This was done to control for possible 
effects that ratings of some occupations may have had on ratings of 
occupations occurring later in the list. 
All questionnaires were administered in groups. Data were collected 
at Iowa State University by the experimenter or a trained assistant. All 
data collected at St. Louis Community College - Florissant Valley were 
collected by the experimenter. 
All students were informed that participation was voluntary, that 
there was no penalty for nonparticipation and that no one other than the 
experimenter would know if they participated or would have access to 
their answers. Each student signed an Informed Consent Form (see 
Appendix VIII - Informed Consent Form - Students) desinged for this 
study. Students at the community college also signed an additional 
Informed Consent Form required by the college. Students were debriefed 
as in group debriefing Phase 1, above. 
Phase 3 
Purpose 
The purpose of this phase of the experiment was to test the experi­
mental hypotheses previously outlined. 
Subjects 
Subjects were employees of Veterans Administration Hospitals as 
follows: 41 employees at the VA Hospital in Knoxville, Iowa, of whom 
11 were males in sex-atypical occupations (As), 16 were males in sex-
typical occupations (Ts), and 14 were women (Ws); 46 employees at the 
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VA Hospital in Iowa City, Iowa of whom 20 were As, 11 were Ts and 15 
were Ws; and 56 employees of VA Hospitals in St. Louis (including both 
Jefferson Barracks and Cochran Barracks) of whom 17 were As, 18 were Ts 
and 21 were Ws. There were a total of 48 As, 45 Ts, and 60 Ws. 
Insert Table 5 About Here 
An additional two female employees were contacted who refused to partici­
pate. 
Subject selection procedure 
As were used as the criterion group, and to the degree possible, 
an attempt was made to match subjects in all three groups by job level. 
Thus, if a subject in A was a head nurse, an attempt was made to find a 
female head nurse (W) and a male supervisor in a traditional occupation 
(T) at the same location. In some instances, this was not possible. 
Identification of appropriate subjects was provided by supervisory 
personnel. 
Data collection procedures 
Data were collected from May, 1986 - August, 1986. Questionnaire 
packets containing an Informed Consent Form (see Appendix IV - Informed 
Consent Form - Employees), an Information Sheet requesting demographic 
data (see Appendix V - Information Sheet), a BQ (see Appendix I - Family 
Background), a Vocational Interests sheet (see Appendix VI - Vocational 
Interests), and a Work Scale (see Appendix VII - Work Scale) were 
assembled for distribution. Order of instruments was systematically 
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varied to control for sequence of instrument effects, and subjects were 
asked to complete the questionnaires in the order they were presented in 
the packet. These packets were distributed at each hospital over each 
shift for a 48-hour period (72 hours in St. Louis in order to cover both 
barracks) in order to reach as many employees as possible. 
Prospective subjects were approached by the experimenter at the 
beginning of their shift, asked to participate in the study, and told 
that their supervisor had given permission for their participation. If 
they agreed, they were handed a packet and asked to complete the packet 
over a break during the present shift. They were told that packets would 
be collected by the experimenter at the end of the shift. All potential 
subjects were approached individually by the experimenter, and ostensibly 
completed their questionnaires individually. 
Although employees were informed that they had been given permis­
sion to participate, they were also informed that participation was 
voluntary and confidential. They were given an opportunity to refuse 
prior to being handed a packet. None did, although two failed to com­
plete packets they had been given. 
At the end of shift as the packets were collected, subjects were 
thanked and asked if they had any questions. Most did not, but all 
questions posed were answered. 
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RESULTS 
Phase 1 
This phase of the study was for the purpose of determining statis­
tical properties of the revised BQ. Prior to the factor analysis, the 
data were examined through the use of frequency tables. They were then 
recoded to minimize a skewed distribution of items, and nonapplicable 
responses were eliminated. 
Unrestricted least squares factor analyses were used to extract 
factors. Consistent with unrestricted least squares methodology, an 
iterative procedure was used for communality estimation. Iterations 
proceeded until communality estimates converged. 
Varimax rotations were then performed on five- to nine-factor 
solutions. The seven-factor solution was chosen on the basis of a 
scree plot of eigenvalues. The seven-factor solution accounted for 
44.6% of the total variance (see Table 6), and the eight-factor solu­
tion increased only minimally (i.e., 2.3%) the amount of total variance 
accounted for by the factors. In addition to the scree test, choice of 
the seven-factor solution was also guided by notions of meaningful 
interpretation of factors. 
Insert Table 6 About Here 
In spite of the revisions from the original Background Question­
naire, the factor structure remained relatively stable compared with 
like factors on the original (see Table 7). There were two exceptions. 
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First, the original Background Questionnaire had a Warmth of Parental 
Relationship factor. Several items were added to the revised BQ such 
that if an item asked a question about father, there was a corresponding 
question about mother and vice versa. The result was two factors in the 
revised version, Warm Relationship with Father (Factor 1), and Warm 
Relationship with Mother (Factor 2). The second difference was that in 
this revised BQ, two separate factors emerged covering Parental Control 
vs. Freedom (BQ Factor 3) and Friction with Parents (BQ Factor 5). In 
the original Background Questionnaire, items loading into these BQ 
factors had formed one factor - Parental Control vs. Freedom. The other 
two BQ factors. Factor 4 - Socioeconomic Status, and Factor 6 - Sibling 
Friction, were comprised of relatively the same items as in the original 
instrument. None of the current BQ items fell into a totally different 
factor from the Background Questionnaire factors. 
Insert Table 7 About Here 
Of the three unrelated items which were added to the BQ specifically 
for this study, two (items 55 and 56) formed a separate factor. Factor 
7 - Divorce or Separation of Parents (see Table 7). The third item 
(BQ 57) was statistically unrelated to other items. This item was 
retained for the final analysis, however, as it was critical in testing 
Hypothesis 9. 
Fifteen BQ items were eliminated since their inclusion did not 
add to overall reliability of any factor. Of the fifteen eliminated 
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items, five items (3, 7, 21, 33, and 49) had been added to this version 
and pertained to relationship with mother; one item (16) was an item from 
the original Background Questionnaire which had loaded into the Warmth of 
Parental Relationship Factor; six items (19, 26, 34, 35, 46 and 47) had 
loaded Into the original Socioeconomic Status Factor; and two items (37 
and 54) had loaded into the Parental Control vs. Freedom Factor. 
Correlations among the factors were examined (see Table 8). A 
substantial correlation was found between Factor 1 (Warm Relationship 
with Father) and Factor 2 (Warm Relationship with Mother) (r=.50). In 
addition, other Intercorrelatlons occurred among factors which were 
logically related to one another. These Intercorrelatlons were consis­
tent in size and direction with what would have been expected, given 
the content of the factors. 
Insert Table 8 About Here 
Phase 2 
The purpose of this phase of the study was to determine mean 
prestige and sextype scores for each of the 130 occupations in the 
Occupation List (see Appendices II and III - Occupations Llst-UP and 
Occupations List-MF, respectively). Prior to analyzing the data, a 
frequency chart was developed. The range of scores on both these 
scales was one-seven, with four being the midpoint, i.e., each occupa­
tion rated four was seen by the subject as being either at the midpoint 
on the prestige scale or equally masculine or feminine in sextype. 
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Subjects giving ratings of four to 100 or mroe of the 130 occupations 
on their rating scale were eliminated since it was determined that they 
failed to discriminate adequately. Of the students rating the prestige 
(UP) list, one was eliminated. Seven subjects rating sextype (MF) were 
deleted. 
For each list, means were calculated for each occupation for males 
and females (see Tables 9 and 10). Since there was an unequal number of 
male and female subjects, the male means and the female means were 
totalled, and then a grand mean was calculated for each item (see Tables 
9 and 10). 
Insert Tables 9 and 10 About Here 
Phase 3 
The purpose of this phase of the study was to test the hypotheses 
using the background statistics computed In the first two phases of this 
study. The first nine hypotheses dealt with the link between family 
background and career choice. As were compared with Ts by their.factor 
scores on the BQ. First, statistical properties were computed to deter­
mine mean'and standard deviation for each of the factors identified in 
Phase 1. Then, Pearson correlation coefficients were computed to deter­
mine the magnitude of the relationship between each factor and subject 
groups (see Table 11). 
Insert Table 11 About Here 
50 
Hypotheses 1 and 2 stated respectively that when compared with Ts, 
As would report perceiving their fathers as having been less controlling 
and their mothers as having been more controlling. It was impossible to 
test these hypotheses as proposed, since with regard to control, ques­
tions about mothers and fathers loaded into the same factor. Factor 3 -
Parental Control vs. Freedom. When overall factor scores were corre­
lated with group,in essence a point biserial correlation, there was no 
association (r=.00, p<.98) between scores and groups (see Table 11). 
Based on these data. Hypotheses 1 and 2 could not be supported. 
Hypothesis 3. It was hypohtesized that when compared with Ts, As 
would have come from a lower SES. Factor 4 - Socioeconomic Status indi­
cated no significant relationship between groups and SES (r=.10; p<.32) 
(see Table 11). Thus, there was no support for Hypothesis-3. 
Hypotheses 4. The hypothesis stated that As would report having 
had more distant relationships with their fathers than Ts. Factor 1 -
Warm Relationship with Father was the data set used for testing this 
hypothesis. These data indicated no significant correlations between 
distant relationships with fathers and groups (r=.17; p<.ll) (see Table 
11). There, Hypothesis 4 was not supported. 
Hypothesis 5. It was hypothesized that As would report having had 
closer relationships with their mothers than Ts. Explorations of 
Factor 2 - Warm Relationship with Mother indicated no significant corre­
lations between warm relationships with mothers and groups (r=.09; p<.40) 
(see Table 11). Therefore, there was no support for Hypothesis 5. 
Hypothesis 6. The hypothesis stated that As would report less 
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friction among siblings than Ts. There was no significant relationship 
between sibling friction, as measured by Factor 6 - Sibling Friction 
Score, and groups (r=.07; p<.51) (see Table 11). These data did not 
support Hypothesis 6. 
Hypotheses 7 and 8 stated that As more often than Ts would have 
experienced divorce (Hypothesis 7) or separation (Hypothesis 8) of par­
ents while growing up. However, correlations between Factor 7 - Divorce 
or Separation of Parents score and group did not indicate a significant 
association (r=.ll; p<.31) (see Table 11). Thus, Hypotheses 7 and 8 
were not supported by the data. 
Hypothesis 9. It was hypothesized that As more foten than Ts would 
have experienced death of a nuclear family member while growing up. Bio­
graphical Questionnaire item 57, "Before I graduated from high school, 
one or more of my immediate family members (parents, brothers or sisters) 
died," was retained for testing this hypothesis, even though it did not 
load into any of the seven factors. However, when correlated with group, 
no significant relationship was found (r=-.05; p<.65) (see Table 11). 
Thus, Hypothesis 9 was not supported. 
Hypothesis 10. This hypothesis was a test of the circumscription and 
compromise theory, and suggested that As would be less likely to have 
followed a monotonie progression through sextype and prestige levels than 
either Ts or Ws. This analysis was to have been accomplished by sub­
stituting for each subject's chronologically listed occupational expecta­
tions and training/experience (see Appendix VI - Vocational Interests) 
the grand mean for sextype and the grand mean for prestige which were 
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calculated from data obtained in Phase 2 of this study (see Table 9 
and 10). 
Of the total of 143 VA employees who participated in this study, 31 
did not respond to this questionnaire. Of the remaining 112 who gave 
some response, a considerable proportion did nto fill out the instrument 
correctly and/or completely. Some listed names of occupations rather 
than giving numbers from the list as requested in the instructions; some 
listed only one occupation; some obviously listed the occupations in 
reverse order, and listed the number corresponding with their current 
occupation as the first occupation considered, but failed to list it 
again under current occupation; some indicated periods of time, e.g., 2 
years, rather than occupations under training/experience. Although an 
attempt was made to correct obvious errors (occupational titles were 
replaced with corresponding numbers), it became necessary to explore the 
validity of the data obtained from the sample. 
This validation was carried out by comparing the MF means of Phase 
3 subjects obtained from ratings of their current occupations with the 
MF means for those same occupations obtained in Phase 2 of this study. 
Since Phase 3 subjects had been selected based on sextype of their 
current occupations and As and Ws were carefully matched, and since 
means for Phase 3 current occupation were directly obtained from ratings 
given in Phase 2, a comparison of the two sets of means could provide 
a check on the validity of the data. Comparisons of UP means were not 
used as part of this validity check since an attempt had been made to 
match levels of prestige across all three groups, and resulting data 
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should have indicated no significant differences. Thus, validity would 
have been more difficult to determine. 
Two criteria were used to determine validity. First, calculated MF 
means for each Phase 3 group should fall within the range of MF means 
obtained in Phase 2 for the selected occupations. Five occupations were 
represented for As.,and Ws and the range of Phase 2 means for these 
occupations was 5.52-6.27 (see Table 12). The calculated Phase 3 mean 
for As was 3.58 and for Ws was 4.43 (see Table 13). Three occupations 
were represented for Ts and the range of Phase 2 means was 2.55-2.78 
(see Table 12). The calculated Phase 3 mean for Ts was 2.97 (see 
Table 13). None of the Phase 3 means was within the range of possible 
means based on Phase 2 results. 
Insert Tables 12 and 13 About Here 
The second validity criterion concerned differences in calculated 
means by groups. Groups A and W were comprised of employees in tradi­
tionally female occupations and were carefully matched. Therefore* their 
group means, should have been nearly equal. Group T consisted of males 
in traditionally male occupations, and the group mean should have been 
significantly different from groups A and W. When post hoc comparisons 
were calculated, however, this was not the case. A post hoc LSD test 
was computed. Indicating that As and Ts were the same and that they 
were statistically different from Ws (see Table 13). 
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Since both of these criteria indicated invalidity of Phase 3 data, 
it was determined that Phase 3 subjects had made gross errors in com­
pleting this instrument. Thus, it was not possible to test hypothesis 10. 
Hypothesis 11 stated that when compared with Ts, As would be more 
likely to have been trained for and/or have received experience in their 
present occupation while in the armed forces. Item analysis for this 
hypothesis was performed on the last three questions on the Information 
Sheet (see Appendix V - Information Sheet). For the 45 Ts, 25 reported 
having been veterans. Of these, 12 (48% had occupations similar to those 
they currently held while in the service, and 10 (40%) reported having 
been trained for their present occupation in the service. Of the 48' 
Asi 27 reported being veterans. Of these, 13 (48% had similar occupa­
tions in the service, and 2 (7%) reported having been trained in the 
service (see Table 14 - Similar Occupation/Training the Service). In 
addition, further statistical explorations were conducted. 
Insert Table 14 About Here 
Statistical explorations were done with Pearson's correlation 
coefficients (see Table 11). With regard to experience. As and Ts 
are equal with 48% of each group having a similar occupation in the 
service. With regard to training, however, Ts rather than As were 
more likely to have received training for their present occupations 
while in the service (40% vs. 7%; r=.26; p<.02) (see Table 14). This 
relationship is in the opposite direction to that predicted in 
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Hypothesis 11. Thus, there is no support for Hypothesis 11. 
Hypothesis 12. With regard to job involvement. As were expected 
to most closely resemble Ts, and both male groups were expected to 
differ significantly from Ws. The data used for this comparison were 
that obtained from the Work Scale (see Appendix VII), and was to have 
been derived from a total job involvement scale obtained by summing all 
items. A correlation matrix (see Table 15) was computed on the first 
twenty items of the work scale. However, it was determined that the 
Work Scale was statistically flawed. 
Insert Table 15 About Here 
Some of the items (1-9, 11, 12, 15 and 20) were positively keyed 
and some (10, 13, 14 and 16-19) were negatively keyed. Ideally, 
positively keyed items should correlate positively with each other, and 
should yield negative correlations with negatively keyed items and vice 
versa. The correlation matrix of items, however, indicated that rela­
tionships between items was not in these expected directions (see Table 
15). Due to the statistical flow, it was determined that a total job 
involvement score would be meaningless. Consequently, rather than com­
puting a total job involvement score, item analyses were computed, using 
chi-square tests of significance. 
Of the 26 items in the Work Scale, only 3 items indicated dif­
ferences when compared by occupational groups. Item 6, "The most 
important things that happen to me involve my job," was endorsed by Ts 
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(x^=.29) more often than by As (x^=.08) or Ws (x^=.18), 
p<.04. Women (x^=.72) were more likely to endorse item 12, "I would 
probably keep working even if I didn't need the money," than men 
(x^=.47; x^=.45), As (x^=.47) most often subscribed 
in item 13, "Quite often I feel like staying home from work instead of 
coming in," (x^=.27; x^=.26), P<.05 (see Table 16). 
Two other items approached significance, and are worth mentioning. 
Item 8, "I'm really perfectionistic about my work," was endorsed more 
often by women (x^=.76) than by men (x^=.55; x^=.58), x^^2)~^*^^» p<.07. 
As-(x^=2.98) were less likely to endorse item 24, "I would consider 
myself extremely 'career minded,'" than either Ts_(x^=3.20) or Ws 
(x^=3.32), x^(4)=8.19; p<.09. 
Insert Table 16 About Here 
Overall, there is very little support for hypothesis 12. It was 
impossible to determine a total job involvement score which would have 
tested the hypothesis most parsimoniously. The majority of items in 
the Work Scale did not indicate differences among the groups. Of the 
few items indicating significant differences, these differences were not 
consistent in direction, and it cannot be clearly stated, based on these 
data, that with regard to job involvement. As. and Ts are more like 
each other and that both are different from Ws. 
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DISCUSSION 
General Findings 
This study yielded some significant findings, the most salient of 
these related to the Background Questionnaire (BQ). In spite of the 
deletion of some items, the addition of others, the heterogeneity of 
Phase 1 subjects and data collection procedures, all BQ items loaded one 
the same factors as had occurred in previous studies of the original BQ 
(Chaney et al., 1964; Owens et al., 1979; Eberhardt et al., 1982a; 
Graef et al., 1985). These findings are an indication of the robust 
factor structure of the BQ and support its use in future research. 
Phase 2 results depict MF ratings in a manner similar to what had 
been expected. The five occupations represented in groups A and W 
(secretary, file clerk, receptionist, practical nurse, and registered 
nurse) were rated at the extreme Female end of the continuum, while 
ratings of the three occupations represented in group T (police officer, 
drafting, and engineer) fell toward the extreme Male end of the con­
tinuum. However, due to the probable invalidity of responses to the 
Vocational Interests questionnaire, other Phase 2 results were not 
statistically examined. 
In future investigations, it would be interesting to compare present 
MF results with results from the Shinar (1974) study to see if there 
have been significant changes in perceptions of occupational sextype in 
the last 16 years. Other comparisons which might provide interesting 
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information would be a comparison of male with female ratings on both the 
MF scale and the UP scale, as well as correlational comparisons between 
the MF and UP scales. These comparisons, however, were beyond the 
scope and purposes of this study. 
Tests of Hypotheses and Study Limitations 
Overall, there was no statistical support for any of the hypotheses. 
Examinations of the entire project reveals two potential factors that 
may have influenced the findings. The first factor pertains to 
heterogeneity of the sample. There were tremendous differences in sub­
ject selection and data collection procedures at the various sites where 
data were collected. This was especially true for Phase 1 of this 
study, which examined the factor structure of the revised BQ. Addi­
tionally, in previous studies of the original BQ, only students were 
used as subjects. In this study, students as well as older and employed 
persons, those working in medical settings, responded to the question­
naire. 
Although the BQ factor structure remained relatively stable, it is 
conceivable that differences in sample composition compared to previous 
research, as well as variations in the procedures within this study may 
have contributed to the lack of significant findings. Specifically, 
family background may have an impact on choice of major in college, but 
the salience of early background differences may be less evident among 
employed persons, such as this study's Phase 3 subjects, who are 
older and thus more chronologically distant from the early family 
or socialization influences. Certainly, it could be stated that 
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an older population would have had more life experiences, and therefore 
would have other influences of possible importance to career choice and 
progression, in addition to family background. 
The second factor which may have contributed to the lack of differ­
ences among groups was the sample. Phase 3 data were collected from VA 
employees. It was alluded to in an earlier section of this paper that 
male nurses and clerical workers were more prevalent in VA hospitals than 
in staff composition of private hospitals. Thus, this sample may not be 
representative of the more general population of men in nontraditional 
occupations. Therefore, the use of VA employees to test hypotheses may 
have neutralized some of the differences which might be found between 
groups in a private hospital facility where the nursing and clerical 
staff would be expected to be more homogeneously female. 
An interesting finding related to this were the results obtained 
from testing Hypothesis 11, that were opposite in direction from pre­
dictions. The males in nontraditional careers were less likely than 
their traditionally employed male counterparts to have been trained for 
their current jobs while in the armed forces, even though the number who 
had similar occupations while in the service was equal. This finding 
indicates that the majority of As^must have been trained prior to 
entering the service. It could be speculated that for this particular 
group, the As, once they had chosen their occupations, subse­
quently sought out a work environment in which their gender differences 
would not be as pronounced as they would have been in the private sector. 
Thus, this sample may differ in some significant ways from the general 
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population of men in nontraditional occupations due to self-selection 
for work settings that have a higher proportion, and perhaps greater 
acceptance of as. 
It is indeed unfortunate that the instrument used to test the cir­
cumscription and compromise theory did not yield valid data. However, 
there is some tentative support for the notion of differences in career 
paths between males in sex-atypical occupations and others, from a dif­
ferent portion of the study. Employee subjects, the A's, described them­
selves as less "career minded" than either women or men in sex-typical 
occupations. However, these statistical differences only approached but 
did not reach significance. 
If the term "career" is defined as a logical upward progression 
within a specified field of work, then male sex-atypical employees are 
hypothesized as being less concerned with this type of progression. It 
could be speculated that in fact men in nontraditional occupations might 
follow a less systematic or direct career path then traditional men, 
giving up more of the control of their work lives ta chance or other 
factors than other more traditional male workers. 
There are two further indices which lend some support to these 
speculations, and both related to job involvement. Male nurses and 
clerical workers reported that the most important things that happened 
to them were less likely to involve their work, and that they were more 
likely to feel like staying home from work than other employees. It 
would be inferred that for males in nontraditional jobs, other things in 
their lives may have greater priority and Importance than work, and 
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therefore, they are more likely to be satisfied with a job that others 
might perceive as being beneath the status their gender affords. 
Future Research Directions 
The topic of men in nontraditional occupations deserves increased 
research attention. In a world where the number of men in the teaching 
field is Increasing, and where women are increasing their proportions 
among blue collar workers and other traditionally male dominated fields, 
men still comprise less than 5% of all employees in nursing and clerical 
occupations. Much more information is needed about these work fields 
and about the men who choose to enter them. 
Based on data from this research, it is probable that there may be 
differences with regard to a circumscription and compromise progression 
of career choice between men in nontraditional jobs and other men. Future 
research could further investigate the implications of these constructs. 
It is suggested, however, that methods and measures be devised which are 
more easily completed than those used in this study. Subjects, for 
example, might simply be asked to list their occupational daydreams and 
their work experience in chronological order, and then might be asked to 
explain what led them choose their particular occupation. The results 
could then be scored by the experimenter using a prior developed, reli­
able, category classification or rating scheme, to avoid making the 
rating and scoring task overly complicated for the subject. In addition, 
future research samples should include employees in both public and 
private facilities. 
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In summary, the study of career choice and progression for nontradi-
tional workers is an area of relevance to our evolving society. It might 
be most optimally pursued via large, age, occupation, and work setting, 
diverse samples of employees. In addition, the results of this study 
punctuate the importance of development and use multivariate data collec­
tion strategies. Such endeavors should employ unambiguous, time efficient 
questionnaire or rating procedures, structured and posed in such a 
manner to encourage maximal participation and to minimize incomplete 
responding. It is through such methodological approaches that the occu­
pational development and choice processes of employee research partici­
pants, those who have made initial or sequential job choices and commit­
ments, can be most optimally assessed. It is a focus on workers, who 
have made behavioral career choices, that holds the most promise for 
understanding the determinants of occupational choices and job progres­
sion for persons in nontraditional careers. 
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ID// 
Family Background 
All of these items refer to that period of your life when you were in 
high school (or, if you did not complete high school, that time when you 
might have been in high school). All the items are in the familiar 
multiple choice format. Answer each one by circling the appropriate 
letter (A, B, C, D, E, or F), as follows; 
Very often (2) B C D E N/A 
Often A®C D E N/A 
Sometimes A B©D E N/A 
Seldom A B C ® E N/A 
Never A B C D @N/A 
Several of the items refer to your relationship with your mother or 
father during your years of schooling. If possible, respond based on 
your relationship with the natural parent of that gender. If this is 
not possible because of eath of a parent, or absence of a parent for a 
prolonged period of time, respond based on your relationship with a 
step-parent or relative who fulfilled for you the parenting functions of 
the parent of the gender referred to by the question. If there was no 
parent or parent substitute of that gender, circle 
Not Applicable A B C D E QJ/. 
1. In high school, how often did you discuss intimate 
and/or important matters with your father? A B C D E N/A 
2. In high school, how often did you discuss intimate 
and/or important matters with your mother? ABODE N/A 
3. In high school, how often did your mother criticize 
you? ABODE N/A 
4. In high school, how often did your father criticize 
you? ABODE N/A 
5. In high school, how often was your father angry 
with you? ABODE N/A 
6. In high school, how often was your mother angry 
with you? ABODE N/A 
7. In high school, how often did you really disagree 
with your mother? ABODE N/A 
8. In high school, how often did you really disagree 
with your father? ABODE N/A 
9. How often did the rules of conduct in your home 
anger or frustrate you? ABODE N/A 
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For the following circle: 
Very much 
Much 
Some 
Little 
Very Little 
Not Applicable 
©B C D E N/A 
A<DC D E N/A 
A E N/A 
A B C(g)E N/A 
A B C D (DN/A 
A B C D E(^^ 
10. How interested was your father in activities in 
which you engaged? 
11. How interested was your mother in activities in 
which you engaged? 
12. How much freedom or independence did your mother 
allow you in grade school (e.g., in the way you 
spent your time, your money, etc.)? 
13. How much freedom or independence did your father 
allow you in grade school (e.g., in the way you 
spent your time, your money, etc.)? 
14. How much freedom or independence did your father 
allow you in high school (e.g., in the way you 
spent your time, spent your money, in your choice 
of friends, etc.)? 
15. How much freedom or independence did your mother 
allow you in high school (e.g., in the way you 
spent your time, spent your money, in your choice 
of friends, etc.)? 
16. During high school, how much did you try to become 
like one of your parents? 
For the following circle: 
A B C D E N/A 
ABODE N/A 
A B O D E  N / A  
A B O D E  N / A  
A B O D E  N / A  
A B O D E  N / A  
ABODE N/A 
Slight extent 
Not at all 
Moderate extent 
Great extent 
Large extent 
(2)B 0 D E N/A 
A(Do D E N/A 
A B©D E N/A 
A B C(§)E N/A 
Not Applicable 
17. To what extent have you tried to be like your 
mother? 
18. To what extnet have you tried to be like your 
father? 
A B O D E  N / A  
ABODE N/A 
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The options for the following items are lettered. Simply circle the 
letter of the selected response. 
19. How many summers have you attended a summer camp of some sort? 
A. 0 
B. 1 
C. 2 
D. 3 
E. 4 or more 
20. Relative to your friends, how much time did you spend with your 
father during high school? 
A. much more than my friends 
B. more than my friends 
C. about the same as my friends 
D. less than my friends 
E. much less than my friends 
N/A not applicable 
21. Relative to your friends, how much time did you spend with your 
mother during high school? 
A. much more than my friends 
B. more than my friends 
C. about the same as my friends 
D. less than my friends 
E. much less than my friends 
N/A not applicable 
22. Compared to your friends, how much independence do you feel your 
mother allowed you while in high school? 
A. much more than my friends 
B. more than my friends 
C. about the same as my friends 
D. less than my friends 
E. much less than my friends 
N/A not applicable 
23. Compared to your friends, how much independence do you feel your 
father allowed you while in high school? 
A. much more than my friends 
B. more than my friends 
C. about the same as my friends 
D. less than my friends 
E. much less than my friends 
N/A not applicable 
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While you were growing up, how much friction was there in your 
family among the children? 
A. very much 
B. much 
C. some 
D. little 
E. very little 
N/A not applicable - had no brother and sisters 
When you were growing up, about how many books were around the 
house? 
A. a large library 
B. several bookcases full 
C. one bookcase full 
D. a shelf full 
E. very few or none 
Before you went to college, how many magazines were subscribed to 
or bought regularly from news stands by your parents? 
A. 0 
B. 1 or 2 
C. 3 or 4 
D. 5 or 6 
E. 7 or more 
N/A not applicable 
In high school my father was 
A. very strict 
B. strict 
C. about average 
D. lenient 
E. very lenient 
N/A not applicable 
In high school my mother was 
A. very strict 
B. strict 
C. about average 
D. lenient 
E. very lenient 
N/A not applicable 
What would you guess was your family's average, annual met income 
during your last two years of high school? 
A. $0 - $6,999 
B. $7,000 - $12,999 
C. $13,000 - $16,999 
D. $17,000 - $24,000 
E. $25,000 or more 
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How much education did your mother have? 
A. did not complete high school 
B. high school degree 
C. some college, or business school training 
D. graduated from college 
E. graduate or professional degree 
N/A not applicable 
How much education did your father have? 
A. did not complete high school 
B. high school degree 
C. some college, or business school training 
D. graduated from college 
E. graduate or professional degree 
N/A not applicable 
How would you classify your father's occupation? (If your father 
was not employed outside the home, circle N/A.) 
A. professional 
B. managerial or semi-professional 
C. retail business, sales, or rural owner 
D. skilled trades or clerical 
E. semi-skilled or unskilled labor 
N/A not applicable 
How would you classify your mother's occupation? (If your mother 
was not employed outside the home, circle N/A.) 
A. professional 
B. managerial or semi-professional 
C. retail business, sales, or rural owner 
D. skilled trades or clerical 
E. semi-skilled or unskilled labor 
N/A not applicable 
To approximately how many clubs, social and professional organiza­
tions did your mother belong? 
A. 0 
B. 1 
C. 2 
D. 3 or 4 
E. 5 or more 
N/A not applicable 
To approximately how many clubs, social and professional organiza­
tions did your father belong? 
A. 0 
B. 1 
C. 2 
D. 3 or 4 
E. 5 or more 
N/A not applicable 
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36. With what social class do you associate your parents? 
A. upper class 
B. upper middle class 
C. middle class 
D. lower middle class 
E. lower class 
N/A not applicable 
37. To what extent were the rules of conduct in your family home modi­
fied by "common sense" and circumstances? 
A. Rules were always applied sensibly and flexibly. 
B. Rules were usually applied sensibly and flexibly. 
C. Rules were occasionally applied sensibly and flexibly. 
D. Rules were usually applied rigidly and inflexibly. 
E. Rules were always applied rigidly and inflexibly. 
38. When you were growing up, how much attention did your father give 
you? 
A. a great deal 
B. much 
C. some, or don't remember father 
D. little 
E. very little 
N/A not applicable 
39. When you were growing up, how much attention did your mother give 
you? 
A. a great deal 
B. much 
C. some, or don't remember mother 
D. little 
E. very little 
N/A not applicable 
40. How did you feel about the achievements of your father? 
A. superior to those of most fathers 
B. superior to those of many fathers 
C. equal to those of most fathers 
D. almost as good as those of most fathers 
E. not as good as those of most fathers 
N/A not applicable 
41. How did you feel about the achievements of your mother? 
A. superior to those of most mothers 
B. superior to those of many mothers 
C. equal to those of most mothers 
D. almost as good as those of most mothers 
E. not as good as those of most mothers 
N/A not applicable 
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How often did you argue or fight with your brothers or sisters? 
A. very often 
B. often 
C. sometimes 
D. seldom 
E. never 
N/A not applicable - have no brothers or sisters 
How much of a feeling of competition was there between you and your 
brothers and/or sisters? 
A. very much 
B. much 
C. little 
D. very little 
E• none 
N/A not applicable - had no brothers and/or sisters 
In high school, how close were you to your mother? 
A. extremely close 
B. quite close 
C. moderately close 
D. not very close 
E. not close at all; or deceased for more than 10 years 
N/A not applicable 
In high school, how close were you to your father? 
A. extremely close 
B. quite close 
C. moderately close 
D. not very close 
E. not close at all; or deceased for more than 10 years 
N/A not applicable 
How many younger brothers or sisters do you have? 
A. 0 
B. 1 
C. 2 
D. 3 
E. 4 or more 
How much younger than you is your nearest younger brother or sister? 
A. less than 2 years 
B. 2 to 3 years 
C. 3 to 6 years 
D. 6 or more years 
E. have no younger brothers or sisters 
N/A not applicable 
78 
When you were in high school, how often did your father punish you 
by taking away privileges? 
A. very often 
B. often 
C. sometimes 
D. seldom 
E. never 
N/A not applicable 
ïfhen you were in high school, how often did your mother punish you 
by taking away privileges? 
A. very often 
B. often 
C. sometimes 
D. seldom 
E. never 
N/A not applicable 
In high school, how often did your mother provide you with emotional 
support and show interest in you as a person? 
A. much more often than other mothers seemed to 
B. more often than other mothers seemed to 
C. about as often as other mothers seemed to 
D. less often than other mothers seemed 
E. much less often than other mothers seemed to 
N/A not applicable 
In high school, how often did your father provide you with emotional 
support and show interest in you as a person? 
A. much more often than other fathers seemed to 
B. more often than other fathers seemed to 
C. about as often as other fathers seemed to 
D. less often than other fathers seemed to 
E. much less often than other fathers seemed to 
N/A not applicable 
How likely was your father to give you affection, praise, and 
attention when you had done something well? 
A. much more than most fathers 
B. more than most fathers 
C. about as much as most fathers 
D. somewhat less than most fathers 
E. less than most fathers 
N/A not applicable 
How likely was your mother to give you affection, praise, and 
attention when you had done something well? 
A. much more than most mothers 
B. more than most mothers 
C. about as much as most mothers 
D. somewhat less than most mothers 
E. less than most mothers 
N/A not applicable 
79 
54. During high school, how often did you watch sports events on 
television? 
A. very often 
B. often 
C. sometimes 
D. seldom 
E. never 
For the following, circle: 
Yes 0B 
No A(S) 
55. My parents divorced before I graduated from high school. A B 
56. My parents were separated for a significant period of 
time before I graduated from high school. A B 
57. Before I graduated from high school, one or more of my 
immediate family members (parents, brothers or sisters) 
died. A B 
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ID# 
Occupations List-UP 
Age: 
Sex: 
Maj or : 
M 
Year in School: Fr So Jr Sr other 
specify 
Any given concept can be described on a continuum between two points. 
On the pages that follow, you are asked to rate various occupations based 
on their general prestige. The scale will be as follows: 
U = highly unprestigeous 
N = neutral 
P = highly prestigeous 
|U |N 
If for a given occupation your response is; 
very close to  one end, 
mark 
closer to one end, 
mark 
slightly closer to one 
end, mark 
euqally distant from 
both ends (neutral), 
mark 
U 
I x  
N N 
or 
P 
| x  
X or 
or 
Assume that the scales are divided into equal intervals. Work quickly 
without going back and forth through the scales, and make an independent 
judgment on each scale. 
U N P 
Stockbroker I I I I I I I I 1. 
2 .  
3. 
4. 
5. 
6 .  
Rehabilitation counselor 
Hospital attendant 
Mayor 
Groundskeeper 
Railroad conductor 
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7. Public relations director 
8. Conservationist 
9. Secretary 
10. Certified public accountant 
11. Probation officer 
12. Building contractor 
13. Florist supply sales work 
14. Boat captain 
15. Dental hygienist 
16. Astronomer 
17. X-ray technician 
18. Telephone sales representative 
19. Statistician 
20. Manicurist 
21. Research scientist 
22. Air traffic controller 
23. Flight attendant 
24. Carpenter 
25. Pawnbroker 
26. Police Officer 
27. Radio operator 
28. Clinical psychologist 
29. Real estate sales work 
30. Assistant in a scientific research lab 
31. Used car sales work 
32. File clerk 
33. Commercial fishing 
34. Auto mechanic 
35. TV sales work 
36. Electrician 
37. Receptionist 
38. Reservations clerk 
39. Short order cook 
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40. Dentist 
41. Pediatrician 
42. Agronomist 
43. Aviator 
44. Animal caretaker 
45. Physicist 
46. Sales vice president 
47. Sales manager 
48. Physician's assistant 
49. Hardware store sales work 
50. Game warden 
51. Politician 
52. FBI agent 
53. Jewelry sales work 
54. Personnel director 
55. Motel manager 
56. Technical sales work 
57. Banker 
58. Veterinarian 
59. Physician - general practitioner 
60. Laboratory technician 
61. Practical nurse 
62. Psychiatrist 
63. Computer programmer 
64. Oceanographer 
65. Mining engineer 
66. Pediatrician 
67. High government official 
68. School psychologist 
69. Geologist 
70. Watch repair work 
71. Pharmacist 
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72. Bank teller 
73. Business machine sales work 
74. Drafting work 
75. Occupational therapist 
76. Farm manager 
77. Engineer 
78. Highway maintenance worker 
79. Customs inspector 
80. Construction worker 
81. Surgeon 
82. Bell captain 
83. Door to door sales work 
84. Taxidermist 
85. Heavy equipment operator 
86. Dry cleaning store owner 
87. History professor 
88. Managing editor (e.g. TIME) 
89. Social worker 
90. Prima ballet dancer 
91. Magician 
92. Educational administrator (e.g. Dean) 
93. Humanities professor 
94. Insurance agent 
95. Professional athlete 
96. Theatrical director 
97. Law professor 
98. Forestry engineer 
99. Counseling psychologist 
100. Meteorologist 
101. Choreographer 
102. Jewelry designer 
103. Comedian 
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104. District attorney 
105. Company president 
106. Miner 
107. Federal judge 
108. School principal 
109. Orchestra conductor 
110. Pharmaceutical sales work 
111. Elementary school teacher 
112. Head librarian 
113. Creative artist (e.g. painter) 
114. Top level labor official 
115. Composer 
116. Cashier 
117. Singer 
118. University president 
119. Dietician 
120. Writer 
121. Journalist 
122. Architect 
123. High school teacher 
124. Radio announcer 
125. Nurse (registered) 
126. Race car driver 
127. Mathematician 
128. Park manager 
129. Law clerk 
130. U.S. supreme court justice 
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APPENDIX III: 
OCCUPATIONS LIST-MF 
87 
ID# 
Occupations List-MF 
Age: 
Sex: M F 
Ma j or : 
Year in School: Fr So Jr Sr other 
specify 
Any given concept can be described on a continuum between two points. On 
the pages that follow, you are asked to rate various occupations based on 
your perception of their status as masculine or feminine occupations. 
The scale will be as follows: 
M = masculine 
N = neutral 
F = feminine 
M N F 
If for a given occupation your response is: 
very close to one end, M N F M N F 
mark 12L1_I_1_1_I_I_I or 
closer to one end, 
mark |_l^|_|_|_l—1—1 l_l_l_l_l_lx_l_l 
slightly closer to one 
end, mark | | I^Ll I 1 I I | | | \ |2L| I I 
equally distant from 
both ends (neutral), 
mark |_| | |^| |_1_| 
Assume that the scales are divided into equal intervals. Work quickly 
without going back and forth through the scales, and make an independent 
judgment on each scale. 
M N F 
1. Stockbroker | | | | | | | | 
2. Rehabilitation counselor | | | | | | | | 
3. Hospital attendant ( |_| [ | | | | 
4. Mayor |_| | | | | \ \ 
5. Groundskeeper | | | |_ j | | | 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
n. 
18, 
19, 
20, 
21. 
22 .  
23. 
24, 
25. 
26 ,  
27. 
28.  
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 
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Railroad conductor 
Public relations director 
Conservationist 
Secretary 
Certified public accountant 
Probation officer 
Building contractor 
Florist supply sales work 
Boat captain 
Dental hygienist 
Astronomer 
X-ray technician 
Telephone sales representative 
Statistician 
Manicurist 
Research scientist 
Air traffic controller 
Flight attendant 
Carpenter 
Pawnbroker 
Police officer 
Radio operator 
Clinical psychologist 
Real estate sales work 
Assistant in a scientific research lab 
Used car sales work 
File clerk 
Commercial fishing 
Auto mechanic 
TV sales work 
Electrician 
Receptionist 
Reservations clerk 
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39. Short order cook 
40. Dentist 
41. Pediatrician 
42. Agronomist 
43. Aviator 
44. Animal caretaker 
45. Physicist 
46. Sales vice president 
47. Sales manager 
48. Physician's assistant 
49. Hardware store sales work 
50. Game warden 
51. Politician 
52. FBI agent 
53. Jewelry sales work 
54. Personnel director 
55. Motel manager 
56. Technical sales work 
57. Banker 
58. Veterinarian 
59. Physician - general practitioner 
60. Laboratory technician 
61. Practical nurse 
62. Psychiatrist 
63. Computer programmer 
64. Oceanographer 
65. Mining engineer 
66. Pediatrician 
67. High government official 
68. School psychologist 
69. Geologist 
70. Watch repair work 
71. Pharmacist 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85, 
8 6 ,  
87, 
88,  
89. 
90. 
91. 
92. 
93. 
94. 
95. 
96. 
97. 
98. 
99. 
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Bank teller 
Business machine sales work 
Drafting work 
Occupational therapist 
Farm manager 
Engineer 
Highway maintenance worker 
Customs inspector 
Construction worker 
Surgeon 
Bell captain 
Door to door sales work 
Taxidermist 
Heavy equipment operator 
Dry cleaning store owner 
History professor 
Managing editor (e.g. TIME) 
Social worker 
Prima ballet dancer 
Magician 
Educational administrator (e.g. Dean) 
Humanities professor 
Insurance agent 
Professional athlete 
Theatrical director 
Law professor 
Forestry engineer 
Counseling psychologist 
Meteorologist 
Choreographer 
Jewelry designer 
Comedian 
District attorney 
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105. Company president 
106. Miner 
107. Federal judge 
108. School principal 
109. Orchestra conductor 
110. Pharmaceutical sales work 
111. Elementary school teacher 
112. Head librarian 
113. Creative artist (e.g. painter) 
114. Top level labor official 
115. Composer 
116. Cashier 
117. Singer 
118. University president 
119. Dietician 
120. Writer 
121. Journalist 
122. Architect 
123. High school teacher 
124. Radio announcer 
125. Nurse (registered) 
126. Race car driver 
127. Mathematician 
128. Park manager 
129. Law clerk 
130. U.S. supreme courc justice 
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APPENDIX IV: 
INFORMED CONSENT FORM-EMPLOYEES 
93 
ID# 
Informed Consent Form-Employees 
Dear Prospective Participant: 
I am a doctoral candidate in counseling psychology at Iowa State 
University. Counseling psychology includes a specialization in voca­
tional issues. For my dissertation, I have chosen to look at specific 
factors leading people into particular careers. I hope that you will 
assist me by being a participant in this study. 
Enclosed you will find four instruments, an Information Sheet, a 
Work Scale, a Background Inventory and an Occupations List. Each in­
strument has its own instructions. Please complete them in the order 
in which they were placed into the packets. As long as you respond to 
the questions honestly, there are no right or wrong answers to any of 
the questions. 
All of your answers will be kept completely confidential. When you 
have finished, place the four instruments back into the packet and seal 
it. Do not place this sheet back into the packet, but hand it in 
separately. Most important, DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ANYWHERE ON ANY OF THE 
INVENTORIES. The ID number in the corner of the instruments is for 
coding purposes only. The data will be analyzed based on GROUP responses. 
If you agree to participate in this study, please sign your name 
below. Your participation is strictly voluntary, and your employer will 
not be informed either of your participation or your responses. 
I have read the above information and agree to take part in this 
study. I understand that my participation is strictly voluntary, and 
that my employer will not be informed of my participation or my 
responses. 
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APPENDIX V; 
INFORMED CONSENT FORM-STUDENTS 
95 
ID// 
Informed Consent Form-Students 
Dear Prospective Participant, 
Attached is a survey instrument which asks for your perception of 
one aspect of each of a list of 130 occupations. Please read the in­
structions at the beginning of the instrument carefully and respond 
based on your honest reactions to the occupations listed. 
These data will be used as statistical background for a study on 
persons employed in various occupations. All of your answers will be 
kept completely confidential. DO NOT WRITE YOUR NAME ON THE ATTACHED 
INSTRUMENT. The data will be analyzed based on group responses. The 
ID number in the corner of the instrument is for coding purposes only. 
Your participation in this study Is completely voluntary and you 
may withdraw at any time without penalty. If you agree to participate, 
please sign your name below, and indicate today's date. 
(name) (date) 
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APPENDIX VI: 
INFORMATION SHEET 
97 
ID# 
Information Sheet 
Date: 
Age: 
mo. day year 
Marital Status: 
Single (never married) 
Married 
Separated 
Divorced 
Widowed 
Other 
(specify) 
Sex: M 
Race: 
Black 
White 
Hispanic 
American Indian 
Other 
(specify) 
Highest Grade Completed: 
Less than High School 
High School or GED 
Some college, no degree 
Associate degree or technical school 
Three-year nursing diploma 
Bachelor's degree 
Graduate degree 
Other (specify) 
Are you a Veteran? Yes No 
If Yes, please answer the following questions: 
Did you work in an occupation similar to the one you now hold while 
the service? Yes No 
Were you trained for your present occupation in the service? 
Yes No 
98 
APPENDIX VII: 
VOCATIONAL INTERESTS 
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ID// 
Vocational Interests 
On the following pages you will find listed several occupations. 
Please circle the NUMBER of any occupations on the list that you have 
seriously considered entering, as follows: 
Stockbroker 
Next, underline those occupations for which you have received train­
ing or in which you have had work experience, as follows: 
1. Stockbroker 
1, Stockbroker 33. Commercial fishing 
2. Rehabilitation counselor 34. Auto mechanic 
3. Hospital attendant 35. TV sales work 
4. Mayor 36. Electrician 
5. Groundskeeper 37. Receptionist 
6. Railroad conductor 38. Reservations clerk 
7. Public relations director 39. Short order cook 
8. Conservationist 40. Dentist 
9. Secretary 41. Pediatrician 
10. Certified public accountant 42. Agronomist 
11. Probation officer 43. Aviator 
12. Building contractor 44. Animal caretaker 
13. Florist supply sales work 45. Physicist 
14. Boat captain 46. Sales vice president 
15. Dental hygienist 47. Sales manager 
16. Astronomer 48. Physician's assistant 
17. X-ray technician 49. Hardware store sales work 
18. Telephone sales representative 50. Game warden 
19. Statistician 51. Politician 
20. Manicurist 52. FBI agent 
21. Research scientist 53. Jewelry sales work 
22. Air traffic controller 54. Personnel director 
23. Flight attendant 55. Motel manager 
24. Carpenter 56. Technical sales work 
25. Pawn broker 57. Banker 
26. Police officer 58. Veterinarian 
27. Radio operator 59. Physician - general practi­
28. Clinical psychologist tioner 
29. Real estate sales work 60. Laboratory technician 
30. Assistant in a scientific 61. Practical nurse 
research lab 62. Psychiatrist 
31. Used car sales work 63. Computer programmer 
32. File clerk 64. Oceanographer 
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65. Mining engineer 99. Counseling psychologist 
66. Pediatrician 100. Meteorologist 
67. High government official 101. Choreographer 
68. School psychologist 102. Jewlry designer 
69. Geologist 103. Comedian 
70. Watch repair work 104. District attorney 
71. Pharmacist 105. Company president 
72. Bank teller 106. Miner 
73. Business machine sales work 107. Federal judge 
74. Drafting work 108. School principal 
75. Occupational therapist 109. Orchestra conductor 
76. Farm manager 110. Pharmaceutical sales work 
77. Engineer 111. Elementary school teacher 
78. Highway maintenance worker 112. Head librarian 
79. Customs inspector 113. Creative artist (e.g. painter) 
80. Construction worker 114. Top level labor official 
81. Surgeon 115. Composer 
82. Bell captain 116. Cashier 
83. Door to door sales work 117. Singer 
84. Taxidermist 118. University president 
85. Heavy equipment operator 119. Dietician 
86. Dry cleaning store owner 120. Writer 
87. History professor 121. Journalist 
88. Managing editor (e.g. TIME) 122. Architect 
89. Social worker 123. High school teacher 
90. Prima ballet dancer 124. Radio announcer 
91. Magician 125. Nurse (registered) 
92. Educational administrator 126. Race car driver 
(e.g. Dean) 127. Mathematician 
93. Humanities professor 128. Park manager 
94. Insurance agent 129. Law clerk 
95. Professional athlete 130. U.S. supreme court justice 
96. Theatrical director 131. Other (please specify) 
97. Law professor 
98. Forestry engineer 
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Part I - Occupational Expectations - Items only Circled 
1. On line 1 of the Expectations column below,- write the number of the 
occupation from the list that you recall as being the FIRST occupa­
tion that you seriously considered entering. 
2. On lines 2-7, put in chronological order from earliest to most re­
cent the numbers of other occupations you have seriously considered 
before entering the occupation you now hold. (Use occupations you 
have only circled. Underlined occupations will be used in Part II -
Training/Experience). If you have circled more than seven, select 
the seven about which you were most serious. If you have circled 
fewer than seven, use only as many lines as you need. 
3. On line 9 write the number of the occupation you hope to hold five 
years from now. 
Part II - Training and Experience - Underlined Items 
1. On lines 2-7 in the Training/Experience column, write in chronologi­
cal order from earliest to most recent the numbers of the occupa­
tions you have been trained for and/or had experience in (underlined 
occupations) before entering the occupation you now hold. If you 
have underlined more than.seven, select the seven in which you spent 
the most time. If you have underlined less than seven, use only as 
many lines as you need. 
2. On line 8, write the number of the occupation you now hold. 
Occupational Training/ 
Expectations Experience 
First occupation considered 1. 
Other occupations (earliest to most recent) 2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
Current occupation 8. 
Occupation desired in five years 9. 
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APPENDIX VIII 
WORK SCALE 
PLEASE NOTE: 
Copyrighted materials in this document have not been filmed 
at the request of the author. They are available for consultation, 
however, in the author's university library. 
These consist of pages: 103-104 
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Table 1. Comparison of male factors across the two studies (descriptions 
of low scoring individuals) (Eberhardt & Muchinsky, 1982a, pp. 
140-141) 
Eberhardt and Muchinsky 
factors 
Owens and Schoenfeldt 
factors 
% of  ^
overlap 
1. Athletic Involvement (10) 4 
5.6^  (e.g., frequent par­
ticipation in athletic 
events, excellent perform­
ance in athletic activities, 
effective in social situa­
tions) 
2. Academic Achievement (18) 2. 
7.0 (e.g., expected to be 
successful in academic tasks, 
parents satisfied with 
grades, high academic stand­
ing) 
3. Parental Control Versus 8. 
Freedom (11) 4.5 (e.g., 
parents more strict, critical, 
and punitive; parents allowed 
less freedom and tended to 
nag or push for better 
achievement) 
4. Socioeconomic Status (11) 7. 
4.1 (e.g., high parental 
educational level, above 
average family income, high 
parental occupational level, 
attended summer camps) 
Athletic Interest (e.g., 
frequent participation in 
athletic events, excellent 84 
performance in athletic 
activities) 
Academic Achievement (e.g., 
competitive in academic 
situations, parents satis- 84 
fied with grades, high 
academic standing) 
Parental Control Versus 
Freedom (e.g., parents more 
strict, critical, and puni- 100 
tive; parents allowed less 
freedom and tended to nag 
or push for better achieve­
ment) 
Socioeconomic Status (e.g., 
high parental educational 
level, above average 95 
family income, high parental 
occupational level) 
A^dapted from Schoenfeldt (1974). 
'^ Percentage of overlap between itesm comprising factors. 
F^or all Eberhardt and Muchinsky factors, the number in parentheses 
is the number of items comprising the factor. 
^^ For all Eberhardt and Muchinsky factors, the second number is the 
percentage of common factor variance. 
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Table 1. (continued) 
Eberhardt and Muchinsky Owens and Schoenfeldt % of  ^
factors factors overlap 
5. Social Extroversion and Popu- 3. 
larity (17 4.7 (e.g., par­
ticipated in the directed 
group activities, held 
leadership positions, effec­
tive in social situations, 
dated at earlier age) 
6. Religious Activities (4) 12. 
3.3 (e.g., active in church, 
religious or charitable 
organizations, went to 
church more often, had 
stronger religious be­
liefs) 
7. Negative Social Adjustment 9. 
(11) 3.6 (e.g., wished to 
become more socially accep­
table, "took things out" 
on felt downcast, dejected, 
or self-conscious) 
8. Scientific Interest (13) 
3.9 (e.g., enjoyed science 
and lab courses and found 
them quite easy, worked 
with scientific apparatus 
outside class) 
9. Warmth of Parental Rela­
tionship (12) 4.7 (e.g., 
close warm relationship 
with parents; affection, 
praise, and attention 
given by parents, felt 
good about achievements 
of parents) 
10. 
Social Introversion (e.g., 
directed group activities, 
held leadership positions, 71 
effective in social situa­
tions, dated more frequently) 
Religious Activity (e.g., 
active in church, religious 
or charitable organizations, 80 
went to church more often, 
had stronger religious be­
liefs, attended summer camp) 
Social Desirability (e.g., 
wished to become more 
socially acceptable, "took 95 
things out" on friends and 
parents, suffered "attacks 
of conscience") 
Scientific Interest (e.g., 
enjoyed science and lab 
courses and found them quite 85 
easy, worked with scienti­
fic apparatus outside class) 
Warmth of Parental Relation­
ship (e.g., warm relation­
ship with parents; affection, 91 
praise and attention given by 
parents) 
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Table 1. (continued) 
Eberhardt and Muchinsky 
factors 
Owens and Schoenfeldt 
factors 
% of t 
overlap 
10. Extracurricular Activity 5 
(11) 3.2 (e.g., active in 
subject matter, clubs, 
political clubs, or stu­
dent council, held posi­
tions of leadership, read 
literary, business or 
scientific magazines) 
11. Independence/Dominance (8) 6. 
3.0 (e.g., enjoyed discus­
sion courses, frequently 
questioned teachers, re­
garded as radical or 
unconvent ional) 
12. Sibling Friction (5) 2.8 13. 
(e.g., felt more fric­
tion and competition 
toward siblings, argued 
or fought with siblings, 
more younger brothers 
and sisters) 
13. Academic Interest (11) 11. 
3.4 (e.g., liked school 
and teachers, enjoyed 
courses more while doing 
more homework, teachers 
aroused interests, ques­
tioned teachers) 
Intellectualism (e.g., 
regularly read literary, 
business or scientific 86 
magazines; watched edu­
cational and cultural 
TV shows) 
Aggressivene ss/Independence 
(e.g., enjoyed discussion 
courses, tried to get 89 
others to set their point 
of view, regarded as radical, 
said what they felt 
Sibling Friction (e.g., 
felt more friction and 
competition toward sib- 100 
lings, argued or fought 
with siblings, more 
younger brothers and 
sisters) 
Positive Academic Atti­
tude (e.g., liked school 
and teachers, enjoyed 84 
courses more while doing 
more homework, teachers 
aroused interests) 
108 
Table 2. Comparison of interitem correlation coefficients for the 13 
male factors of the BQ - two studies 
Coefficient Alpha's 
Graef et al Owens et al 
Factor (1985) (1979) 
1. Athletic Involvement .78 .88 
2. Academic Achievement .85 .89 
3. Parental Control versus Freedom .78 .82 
4. Socioeconimic Status .82 .80 
5. Social Extroversion and Popularity .80 .84 
6. Religious Activity .83 .82 
7. Negative Social Adjustment .63 .71 
8. Scientific Interests .85 .80 
9. Warmth of Parental Relationship .83 .83 
10. Extracurricular Activities .77 .75 
11. Independence/Dominance .58 .67 
12. Sibling Friction .26 .73 
13. Academic Interest .69 .76 
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Table 3. Items loading on the Eberhardt (1979) factors 
Factors^  
Item 3 .4 9 12 
1. In high school, how often did you discuss inti­
mate and/or important matters with your father? .58 
2. In high school, how often did your parents 
criticize you? .53 
3. In high school, how often were your parents 
angry with you? .59 
5. In high school, how often did you really 
disagree with your parents? .52 
9. How often did the rules of conduct in your 
home anger or frustrate you? .59 
14. How interested were your parents in activities 
in which you were engaged? .48 
21. How much freedom or independence did your 
parents allow you in grade school (e.g., in 
the way you spent your time, spent your 
money, in your choice of friends, etc.)? -.56 
22. How much freedom or independence did your 
parents allow you in high school (e.g.. In 
the way you sepnt your time, spent your 
money, in your choice of friends, etc.)? -.68 
23. During high school how much did you try to 
become like one of your parents? .50 
27. To what extent have you tried to be like 
your father? .55 
32. How many summers have you attended a 
summer camp? -.32 
33. Relative to your friends, how much time 
did you spend with your father during 
high school? «49 
F^actor names were: Factor 3 - Parental Control versus Freedom; 
Factor 4 - Socioeconomic Status; Factor 9 - Warmth of Parental Rela­
tionship; and Factor 12 - Sibling Friction. 
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Table 3. (continued) 
Factors^  
Item 3 4 9 12 
34. Compared to your friends, how much independence 
do you feel your parents allowed you while in 
high school? -.71 
35. While you were growing up, how much friction 
was there in your family among the children? .68 
40. When you were growing up, about how many books 
were around the house? .55 
41. Before you came to college, how many magazines 
were subscribed to or bought regularly from 
news stands, by your parents? -.48 
42. In high school my parents were (very strict-
very lenient). .71 
45. What would you guess was your family's average, 
annual net income during your last two years 
of high school? -.68 
46. How much education did your father have? -.71 
47. How much education did your mother have? -.58 
48. How would you classify your father's occupa­
tion? .61 
49. To approximately how many clubs, social and 
professional organizations did your mother -.46 
belong? 
50. To approximately how many clubs, social and 
professional organizations did your mother 
belong? -.52 
51. With what social class do you associate your 
parents? .60 
52. To what extent were the rules of conduct in 
your family home modified by "common sense" 
and the circumstances? -.54 
53. When you were growing up, how much attention 
did your father give you? .66 
55. How do you feel about the achievements of 
your parents? .50 .34 
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Table 3. (continued) 
Factors^  
Item 3 4 9 12 
56. How often did you argue or fight with your 
brothers or sisters during your grade school .50 .34 
years? .50 .34 
57. How much of a feeling of competition was there 
bewteen you and your brothers and/or sisters? .67 
68. In high school, how close were you to your 
mother? .50 
69. In high school, how close were your to your 
father? .70 
80. How many younger brothers or sisters do you 
have? -.54 
82. How much younger than you is your nearest 
younger brother or sister? .62 
83. When you were in high school, how often did 
your parents punish you by taking away 
privileges? .55 
86. In high school, how often did your mother 
provide you with emotional support and 
show interest in you as a person? .53 
88. How likely were your parents to give you 
affection, praise, and attention when you 
had done something well? . .63 
104. During high school how often did you watch 
sports events on television? .30 
Eigenvalues 
% of variance 
5.29 4.29 2.67 2.15 
4.5 4.1 4.7 2.8 
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Table 4. Summary data on 20-item scale (Lodahl & Kejner, 1964, p. 30) 
Corrected 
Split- Split-
Norming Group M SD half 4 half r 
Nurses (N = 137) 43.37 6.52 .56 72 
Engineers (N = 70) 42.62 7.83 .67 
• 
80 
Students (N = 46) 48.06 9.56 .80 
• 
89 
Note: High score indicates lower involvement. 
Table 5. Phase 3 - Subjects at various VA medical centers 
Location 
Subject Groupings^  
A T W Total 
Knoxville, lowa 11 16 14 41 
lowa City, lowa 20 11 15 46 
St. Louis, Missouri 17 18 21 56 
Total 48 45 50 143 
S^ubject group names were : A=atypical; T=typical; and W=women 
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Table 6. BQ factor structure matrix 
Factor 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BQOl .6.2 .21 -.08 -.01 .03 -.03 -.01 .44 
BQ02 .25 .48 .02 .01 .10 -.09 -.01 .31 
BQ03 .12 -.38 -.09 -.10 .34 .35 .18 .45 
BQ04 -.03 .00 -.06 -.09 .64 .00 -.19 .55 
BQ05 -.28 .03 -.06 -.05 .72 .13 -.15 .64 
BQ06 .17 -.24 -.07 -.09 .54 .33 .21 .54 
BQ07 .00 -.30 -.04 -.17 .37 .33 .27 .44 
BQ08 -.34 .03 -.08 -.07 .56 .11 .04 .45 
BQ09 -.02 -.23 -.18 -.05 .57 .26 .01 .48 
BQIO .74 .05 .07 -.23 -.06 -.03 -.16 .65 
BQll .37 .56 .12 -.06 -.07 -.03 -.13 .49 
BQ12 -.07 .19 .68 .00 . .01 -.33 -.03 .61 
BQ13 .06 .01 .68 -.05 .00 -.15 .19 .52 
BQ14 .25 -.01 .74 .03 -.02 -.07 .17 .65 
BQ15 .11 .18 .70 -.03 .01 -.20 -.03 .57 
BQ16 .46 .24 .06 -.05 -.22 .11 -.15 .35 
BQ17 .15 .43 .00 -.04 -.19 .22 -.15 .31 
BQ18 .53 .21 .00 -.10 -.17 .17 -.13 .41 
BQ19 .00 -.03 .11 .18 .01 .09 -.04 .06 
BQ20 .57 .13 -.11 -.09 -.07 -.17 -.23 .45 
BQ21 .37 .37 -.06 -.02 .00 -.14 .12 .31 
BQ22 -.21 .19 .67 -.02 -.26 .12 -.03 .62 
BQ23 -.10 .07 .64 .02 -.27 .27 .01 .58 
BQ24 -.09 -.18 -.07 .09 .11 .61 -.07 .45 
BQ25 .10 .19 .04 -.57 .05 .04 .02 .31 
BQ26 -.14 -.08 -.05 .40 .09 .10 -.05 .21 
BQ27 .05 .02 -.51 -.07 .27 -.19 -.19 .42 
BQ28 .23 -.15 -.57 .00 .23 .13 .17 .49 
BQ29 -.09 -.03 -.05 .65 -.15 -.06 .04 .46 
BQ30 .09 -.02 .07 .55 .12 -.11 -.19 .38 
BQ31 -.10 .01 .01 .75 -.02 -.01 .03 .57 
BQ32 .03 -.04 -.03 -.70 .01 .03 -.15 .52 
BQ33 .04 -.19 -.01 .08 .05 -.11 -.38 .20 
BQ34 -.20 -.03 -.07 .28 -.06 .12 .09 .15 
BQ35 .27 .00 -.04 .45 -.04 .04 .06 .28 
BQ36 .19 .11 .07 -.67 .12 .03 -.06 .49 
BQ37 .20 .36 .18 -.22 -.18 -.06 .04 .29 
BQ38 .73 .13 -.04 -.21 — .08 .00 .02 .59 
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Table 6. (continued) 
Factor 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BQ39 .30 .56 .09 -.18 .07 -.04 -.03 '• .46 
BQ40 .34 .04 .00 -.50 -.06 -.09 -.07 .38 
BQ41 .08 .51 .04 -.23 -.10 .00 .23 .38 
BQ42 -.03 — .06 -.05 -.02 .14 .66 .06 .47 
BQ43 — .06 .02 -.09 .01 .12 .50 .07 .28 
BQ44 .13 .69 .09 -.04 .01 — .06 .11 .52 
BQ45 .70 .31 .03 — .08 -.22 -.04 -.04 .65 
BQ46 -.05 .19 .02 -.32 -.11 -.18 .25 .25 
BQ47 .14 — .06 .08 .18 .05 .19 -.27 .18 
BQ48 -.14 .11 -.38 .06 .64 -.03 -.13 . 60 
BQ49 -.04 -.03 -.37 -.02 .47 .20 .22 .45 
BQ50 .25 .75 .04 -.01 .04 -.06 .07 .66 
BQ51 .78 .25 .00 -.11 -.12 -.12 .05 .71 
BQ52 .74 .18 .01 — .16 -.11 -.02 .07 .63 
BQ53 .18 .68 .18 -.11 -.01 -.07 -.04 .55 
BQ54 .29 .14 .04 -.18 .10 .14 -.02 .17 
BQ55 -.04 -.13 .17 .20 .01 .02 .79 .72 
BQ56 -.16 -.01 .13 .25 .02 .09 .69 .58 
BQ57 .00 -.01 .07 .28 -.11 -.07 .02 .10 
Eigen­
value 5.53 4.14 3.98 3.96 3.43 2.24 2.15 25.43 
% total 
variance 9.7 7.3 7.0 6.9 6.0 3.9 • 3.8 
% common 
vari­
ance 21.7 16.3 15.7 15.6 13.5 8.8 8.4 
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Table 7. Factor loadings for Factor 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 
Item 
Loading 
Factor 1 - Warm Relationship with Father 
1. In high school, how often did you discuss intimate and/or 
important matters with your father? .62 
10. How interested was your father in activities in which you 
engaged? .74 
18. To what extnet have you tried to be like your father? .53 
20. Relative to your friends, how much time did you spend with 
your father during high school? .57 
38. When you were growing up, how much attention did your 
father give you? .73 
45. In high school, how close were you to your father? .70 
51. In high school, how often did your father provide you with 
emotional support and who interest in you as a person? .78 
52. How likely was your father to give you affection, praise, 
and attention when you had done something well? .74 
Factor 2 - Warm Relationship with Mother 
2. In high school, how often did you discuss Intimate and/or 
important matters with your mother? .48 
11. How interested was your mother in activities in which you 
engaged? .56 
17. To what extent have you tried to be like your mother? .43 
39. When you were growing up, how much attention did your mother 
give you? «56 
41. How did you feel about the achievements of your mother? .57 
44. In high school, how close were you to your mother? .69 
50. In high school, how often did your mother provide you with 
emotional support and show interest in you as a person? .75 
53. How likely was your mother to give you affection, praise, and 
attention when you had done something well? .68 
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Table 7. (continued) 
Item 
Factor 3 - Parental Control vs, Freedom 
Factor 
Loading 
12. How much freedom or independence did your mother allow you 
in grade school (e.g., in the way you spent your time, 
money, etc.)? .68 
13. How much freedom or independence did your father allow you 
in grade school (e.g., in the way you sepnt your time, 
money, etc.)? .68 
14. How much freedom or independence did your father allow you 
in high school (e.g., in the way you spgnt your time, 
money, etc.)? .74 
15. How much freedom or independence did your mother allow you 
in high school (e.g., in the way you sepnt your time, 
money, etc.)? .70 
22. Compared to your friends, how much independence do you feel 
your mother allowed you while in high school? .67 
23. Compared to your friends, how much independence do you feel 
your father allowed you while in high school? .64 
27. In high school, my mother was (very strict/very lenient). -.51 
28. In high school, ray father was (very strict/very lenient). -.57 
Factor 4 - Socioeconimic Status 
25. When you were growing up, about how many books were around 
the house? -.57 
29. What would you guess was your family's average, annual net 
income during your last two years of high school? .65 
30. How much education did your mother have? .55 
31. How much education did your father have? .75 
32. How would youc lassify your father's occupation? -.70 
36. With what social class do you associate your parents? -.67 
40. How did your feel about the achievements of your father? -.50 
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Table 7. (continued) 
Item Factor 
Loading 
Factor 5 - Friction with Parents 
4. In high school, how often did your father criticize you? .64 
5. In high school, how often was your father angry with you? .72 
6. In high school, how often was your mother angry with you? .54 
8. In high school, how often did you really disagree with your 
father? .56 
9. How often did the rules of conduct in your home anger or 
frustrate you? .57 
48. When you were in high school, how often did your father 
punish you by taking away privileges? .64 
Factor 6 - Sibling Friction 
24. While you were growing up, how much friction was there in 
your family among the children? .61 
42. How often did you argue or fight with your brothers or 
sisters? .66 
43. How much of a feeling of competition was there between you 
and your brothers and/or sisters? .50 
Factor 7 - Divorce or Separation of Parents 
55. My parents divorced before I graduated from high school. .79 
56. My parents were separated for a significant period of time 
before I graduated from high school. .69 
57. Before I graduated from high school, one or more of my 
immediate family members (parents, brothers or sisters) 
died. — 
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Table 8. Correlations among BQ factors 
Factor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Warm Relationship with Father 1.00 
2. Warm Relationship with Mother .50 1.00 
3. Parental Control vs. Freedom .00 .16 1.00 
4. Socioeconomic Status -.28 -.18 .00 1.00 
5. Friction with Parents -.33 -.21 .28 -.06 1.00 
6. Sibling Friction -.20 -.19 -.11 .02 .31 1.00 
7. Divorce or Separation of Parents -.23 -.11 .15 .23 -.02 .08 1.00 
Note. n=93. Correlations of r^ .21 were significant at £<.05. Cor­
relations of r^ .27 were significant at £<.01. 
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Table 9. Means and grand means for prestige (UP) 
Males Females Grand 
Occupation Mean Sd N Mean Sd N Mean 
Stockbroker 4.79 1.97 42 5.13 1.64 69 4.96 
Rehabilitation counselor 4.19 1.45 42 4.54 1.51 67 4.37 
Hospital attendant 3.71 1.38 41 3.48 1.78 69 3.60 
Mayor 5.34 1.82 41 5.52 1.69 69 5.43 
Groundskeeper 2.66 1.56 41 2.19 1.26 69 2.43 
Railroad conductor 3.07 1.35 42 3.41 1.57 69 3.24 
Public relations director 4.38 1.10 42 4.49 1.36 69 4.44 
Conservationist 4.17 1.23 42 4.01 1.61 69 4.09 
Secretary 3.48 1.21 42 3.46 1.39 69 3.47 
Certified public accountant 4.64 1.85 42 5.09 1.88 69 4.82 
Probation officer 3.61 1.41 41 4.09 1.36 69 3.85 
Building contractor 3.90 1.45 42 4.01 1.48 69 3.96 
Florist supply sales work 3.02 1.39 42 2.46 1.12 69 2.74 
Boat captain 4.10 1.56 42 3.91 1.83 69 4.01 
Dental hypienist 4.20 1.40 41 4.00 1.61 69 4.10 
Astronomer 4.67 1.59 42 4.83 1.86 69 4.75 
X-ray technician 4.50 1.49 42 4.81 1.58 68 4.66 
Telephone sales represen­
tative 3.10 1.48 42 2.42 1.46 69 2.76 
Statistician 4.31 1.35 42 4.16 1.69 69 4.24 
Manicurist 2.60 1.53 . 42 2.14 1.45 69 2.37 
Research scientist 5.24 1.68 42 5.42 1.62 69 5.33 
Air traffic controller 4.64 1.53 42 4.82 1.77 69 4.73 
Flight attendant 3.71 1.11 42 3.87 1,44 69 3.79 
Carpenter 3.71 1.42 42 3.45 1.29 69 3.58 
Pawnbroker 2.74 1.23 42 2.48 1.43 69 2.61 
Police officer 4.38 1.41 42 4.61 1.60 69 4.50 
Radio operator 3.48 1.13 42 3.75 1.43 69 3.62 
Clinical psychologist 4.64 1.36 42 5.52 1.54 69 5.08 
Real estate sales work 4.00 1.40 42 3.90 1.37 69 3.95 
Assistant in scientific 
research lab 3.83 1.34 42 4.36 1.49 69 4.10 
Used car sales work 2.62 1.40 42 2.14 1.25 69 •2.38 
File Clerk 2.62 1.32 42 2.36 1.33 69 2.49 
Commercial fishing 3.07 1.65 41 2.26 1.49 68 2.67 
Auto mechanic 2.90 1.48 42 2.94 1.52 69 2.92 
TV sales work 3.14 1.39 42 2.71 1.36 69 2.93 
Electrician 4.02 1.42 41 4.03 1.68 69 4.03 
Receptionist 2.95 1.36 42 3.03 1.40 69 2.99 
Reservations clerk 2.74 0.99 42 2.81 1.30 68 2.78 
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Table 9. (continued) 
Males Females Grand 
Occupation Mean Sd N Mean Sd N Mean 
Short order cook 2.59 1.09 41 2.20 1.40 69 2.35 
Dentist 5.10 1.61 42 5.29 1.78 69 5.20 
Pediatrician 5.00 1.55 42 5.71 1.53 69 5.36 
Agronomist 4.39 1.50 41 4.66 1.66 64 4.53 
Aviator 4.88 1.47 42 4.88 1.79 68 4.88 
Animal caretaker 3.52 1.55 42 3.36 1.71 69 3.44 
Physicist 5.19 1.70 42 5.52 1.66 69 5.36 
Sales vice-president 5.12 1.60 42 5.26 1.49 69 5.19 
Sales manager 4.48 1.57 42 4.24 1.39 68 4.36 
Physician's assistant 3.93 1.30 42 4.07 1.32 68 4.00 
Hardware store sales work 2.76 1.32 42 2.58 1.45 69 2.67 
Game warden 3.81 1.38 42 3.29 1.63 69 3.55 
Politician 4.88 1.92 42 4.84 1.98 69 4.86 
FBI agent 5.38 1.59 42 5.49 1.80 69 5.44 
Jewelry sales work 3.60 1.27 42 3.16 1.59 68 3.38 
Personnel director 4.14 1.20 42 4.01 1.39 69 4.08 
Motel manager 3.57 1.33 42 3.51 1.41 69 3.54 
Technical sales work 3.74 1.43 42 3.46 1.31 69 3.60 
Banker 4.69 1.60 42 4.93 1.52 69 4.81 
Veterinarian 4.67 1.49 42 5.32 1.61 69 5.00 
Physician-general prac­
titioner 5.21 1.55 42 5.68 1.53 69 5.45 
Laboratory technician 4.17 1.54 42 4,76 1.46 67 4.47 
Practical nurse 4.00 1.28 41 4.49 1.44 69 4.25 
Psychiatrist 5.05 1.51 42 5.99 1.35 68 5.52 
Computer programmer 4.36 1.54 42 5.01 1.53 68 4.69 
Oceanographer 4.21 1.55 42 4.70 1.54 69 4.46 
Mining engineer 4.00 1.49 42 4.28 1.53 69 4.14 
Pediatrician 5.02 1.46 41 5.81 1.64 69 5.42 
High government official 5.64 1.61 42 5.67 1.67 69 5.66 
School psychologist 4.45 1.21 42 4.90 1.52 68 4.68 
Geologist 4.00 1.27 42 4.44 1.59 68 4.22 
Watch repair work 3.19 1.25 42 3.03 1.35 69 3.11 
Pharmacist 4.55 1.50 42 5.06 1.49 69 4.81 
Bank teller 3.40 1.38 42 3.06 1.37 69 3.23 
Business machine sales 
work 3.64 1.30 42 3.29 1.48 69 3.47 
Drafting work 4.00 1.43 42 4.13 1.46 69 4.07 
Occupational therapist 4.40 1.17 42 4.75 1.50 69 4.58 
I 
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Table 9. (continued) 
Males Females Grand 
Occupation Mean Sd N Mean Sd N Mean 
Farm Manager 3.81 1.50 42 3.65 1.59 69 3.73 
Engineer 4.95 1.68 42 5.19 1.74 69 5.07 
Highway maintenance 
worker 2.60 1.34 42 2.66 1.39 68 2.63 
Customs inspector 3.05 1.27 42 3.29 1.51 69 3.17 
Construction worker 2.98 1.35 41 3.48 1.75 69 3.23 
Surgeon 5.81 1.53 42 6.12 1.71 68 5.97 
Bell captain 3.05 1.41 42 2.61 1.49 69 2.83 
Door to door sales work 2.14 1.26 42 1.77 1.06 69 1.96 
Taxidermist 2.88 1.50 42 2.79 1.61 68 2.84 
Heavy equipment operator 3.05 1.38 42 2.78 1.44 69 2.92 
Dry cleaning store owner 3.52 1.02 42 3.23 1.58 69 3.38 
History professor 4.26 1.40 42 4.71 1.39 69 4.49 
Managing editor (e.g., 
Time) 4.88 1.35 42 5.29 1.46 69 3.15 
Social worker 3.71 1.52 42 4.06 1.47 69 3.89 
Prima Ballet dancer 3.93 1.81 42 4.23 1.80 69 4.08 
Magician 3.24 1.62 42 3.06 1.57 69 3.15 
Educational administrator 
(e.g.. Dean) 5.10 1.51 42 5.72 1.31 69 3.41 
Humanities professor 4.46 1.29 41 4.82 1.37 68 4.64 
Insurance agent 3.83 1.43 42 3.79 1.52 67 3.81 
Professional athlete 5.41 1.60 41 5.07 1.47 68 5.24 
Theatrical director 4.19 1.55 42 4.68 1.33 68 4.44 
Law professor 5.26 1.84 42 5.84 1.36 69 5.55 
Forestry engineer 4.17 1.51 42 4.34 1.44 68 4.26 
Counseling psychologist 4.74 1.29 42 5.25 1.54 68 5.00 
Meteorologist 4.19 1.37 42 4.84 1.44 68 4.52 
Choreographer 3.90 1.64 42 4.32 1.38 69 4.11 
Jewelry designer 3.79 1.47 42 3.99 1.59 69 3.89 
Comedian 4.19 1.60 42 3.90 1.43 69 4.05 
District attorney 5.21 1.62 42 5.75 1.42 69 5.48 
Company president 5.98 1.37 42 6.03 1.25 69 6.01 
Miner 2.73 1.41 41 2.96 1.66 68 2.85 
Federal judge 5.55 1.56 42 5.74 1.77 69 5.65 
School principal 4.63 1.18 41 4.93 1.54 69 4.78 
Orchestra conductor 4.29 1.66 42 4.57 1.80 69 4.43 
Pharmaceutical sales work 3.67 1.26 42 3.86 1.45 69 3.77 
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Table 9. (continued) 
Males Females Grand 
Occupation Mean Sd N Mean Sd N Mean 
Elementary school teacher 3.62 1.45 42 4.07 1.59 69 3.85 
Head librarian 3.29 1.47 42 3.49 1.49 69 3.39 
Creative artist (e.g.. 
painter 3.71 1.60 42 4.30 1.53 69 4.01 
Top level labor official 4.50 1.42 42 4.90 1.48 69 4.70 
Composer 4.24 1.48 42 4.67 1.56 69 4.46 
Cashier 2.48 1.15 42 2.30 1.49 69 2.39 
Singer 4.36 1.57 42 4.07 1.78 69 4.22 
University president 5.89 1.45 42 5.81 1.57 69 5.85 
Dietician 3.37 1.41 41 4.06 1.48 69 3.72 
Writer 4.38 1.34 42 4.60 1.45 68 4.49 
Journalist 4.40 1.34 42 4.75 1.44 69 4.58 
Architect 4.64 1.56 42 5.28 1.40 68 4.96 
High school teacher 3.93 1.31 42 4.46 1.44 69 4.20 
Radio announcer 3.76 1.46 42 4.00 1.73 69 3.88 
Nurse (registered) 4.31 1.52 42 4.74 1.50 68 4.53 
Race car driver 4.07 1.70 42 3.09 1.63 68 3.58 
Mathematician 4.17 1.41 42 4.54 1.73 68 4.36 
Park manager 3.56 1.32 42 3.16 1.51 69 3.36 
Law clerk 4.19 1.33 42 4.38 1.37 69 4.29 
U.S. supreme court 
justice 5.93 1.73 42 6.23 1.38 69 6.08 
Note: Higher mean score means higher prestige rating. 
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Table 10. Means and grand means for sextype (MF) 
Males Females Grand 
Occupation Mean Sd N Mean Sd N Mean 
Stockbroker 2.38 0.89 37 2.32 1.19 74 2.35 
Rehabilitation counselor 4.22 1.13 37 4.20 1.03 75 4.21 
Hospital attendant 4.51 1.22 37 4.40 1.29 75 4.46 
Mayor 2.08 0.98 37 2.33 1.19 75 2.21 
Groundskeeper 2.24 0.98 37 1.88 1.03 75 2.06 
Railroad conductor 2.03 1.32 37 1.61 0.79 75 1.82 
Public relations director 4.19 0.91 37 4.17 1.13 75 4.18 
Conservationist 3.35 1.40 37 3.23 1.25 75 3.29 
Secretary 6.16 1.09 37 6.39 0.84 75 6.27 
Certified public accountant 3.65 1.03 37 3.87 1.07 75 3.76 
Probation officer 2.76 1.30 37 2.77 1.02 75 2.77 
Building contractor 2.00 1.27 37 1.87 1.03 75 1.93 
Florist supply sales work 5.35 1.30 37 5.59 1.31 75 5.47 
Boat captain 1.89 0.86 37 1.68 0.87 75 1.79 
Dental hygienist 4.73 1.35 37 4.72 1.66 75 4.72 
Astronomer 2.92 1.09 37 2.75 1.34 75 2.83 
X-ray technician 3.94 0.98 36 3.91 1.14 75 3.93 
Telephone sales 
representative 4.57 1.12 37 4.45 1.44 75 4.51 
Statistician 3.84 1.12 37 3.48 1.17 73 3.66 
Manicurist 6.38 0.86 37 6.41 1.18 75 6.40 
Research scientist 3.30 1.00 37 3.19 1.23 75 3.24 
Air traffic controller 2.73 1.19 37 2.55 1.32 75 2.64 
Flight attendant 5.62 1.26 37 5.88 1.25 75 5.75 
Carpenter 1.84 0.83 37 1.75 1.03 75 1.79 
Pawnbroker 2.73 1.15 37 2.23 1.20 75 2.48 
Police officer 2.49 1.04 37 2.71 1.16 75 2.60 
Radio operator 3.57 0.83 37 3.19 1.13 74 3.38 
Clinical psychologist 3.86 0.63 37 4.03 0.90 75 3.95 
Real estate sales work 3.92 0.89 37 4.51 1.09 74 4.22 
Assistant in scientific 
research lab 3.81 0.88 37 3.96 1.16 75 3.89 
Used car sales work 2.27 1.17 37 1.88 0.90 75 2.08 
File clerk 5.30 1.43 37 5.74 1.22 74 5.52 
Commercial fishing 1.69 0.92 36 1.91 1.13 75 1.80 
Auto mechanic 1.64 0.99 36 1.53 0.74 75 1.59 
TV sales work 2.89 1.17 37 2.89 1.25 75 2.89 
Electrician 2.30 1.15 37 1.91 0.99 75 2.10 
Receptionist 5.95 1.22 37 6.09 1.46 75 6.02 
Reservations clerk 4.78 0.85 37 5.16 1.43 75 4.97 
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Table 10. (continued) 
Males Females Grand 
Occupation Mean Sd N Mean Sd N Mean 
Short order cook 3.54 1.26 37 3.44 1.46 75 3.49 
Dentist 2.73 0.99 37 2.56 1.15 75 2.64 
Pediatrician 3.65 1.14 37 3.72 1.29 75 3.68 
Agronomist 3.28 0.91 36 2.82 1.11 71 3.05 
Aviator 2.59 1.04 37 2.39 1.23 75 2.49 
Animal caretaker 4.00 1.11 37 3.69 1.19 75 3.85 
Physicist 2.86 0.98 37 2.76 1.18 74 2.81 
Sales vice-president 2.86 1.06 37 3.39 1.23 75 3.13 
Sales manager 3.30 1.05 37 3.64 1.05 75 3.47 
Physician's assistant 4.76 1.30 37 5.29 1.29 75 5.03 
Hardware store sales work 2.86 1.18 37 2.58 1.21 74 2.72 
Game warden 2.03 0.90 37 2.53 1.14 75 2.14 
Politician 2.51 1.02 37 2.56 1.18 75 2.54 
FBI agent 1.81 0.88 37 2.08 1.16 74 1.95 
Jewelry sales work 4.54 1.22 37 4.71 1.34 75 4.62 
Personnel director 3.84 1.09 37 4.25 1.21 75 4.05 
Motel manager 3.14 1.00 37 3.32 1.07 75 3.23 
Technical sales work 3.22 0.92 37 3.07 1.07 75 3.14 
Banker 3.03 1.24 37 3.27 1.21 75 3.15 
Veterinarian 3.41 0.98 37 3.47 1.45 75 3.44 
Physician-general prac­
titioner 3.16 1.17 37 3.45 1.20 75 3.31 
Laboratory technician 3.89 1.02 37 3.85 1.16 75 3.87 
Practical nurse 5.86 1.00 37 5.89 1.10 75 5.88 
Psychiatrist 3.62 0.64 37 3.65 1.18 75 3.64 
Computer programmer 3.38 0.98 37 3.67 1.00 75 3.52 
Oceanographer 3.00 1.03 37 2.75 1.25 75 2.87 
Mining engineer 2.05 0.94 37 1.77 0.95 75 1.91 
Pediatrician 3.68 0.97 37 3.59 1.08 75 3.63 
High government official 2.24 0.98 37 2.35 1.34 75 2.29 
School psychologist 4.00 1.11 37 4.18 1.20 74 4.09 
Geologist 3.16 1.09 37 2.73 1.11 75 2.95 
Watch repair work 3.03 0.96 37 2.55 1.06 75 2.79 
Pharmacist 3.51 0.87 37 3.19 1.24 75 3.35 
Bank teller 5.24 1.14 37 5.28 1.16 75 5.26 
Business machine sales 
work 3.35 0.86 37 2.84 1.16 74 3.09 
Drafting work 2.81 1.05 37 2.74 1.07 74 2.78 
Occupational therapist 4.03 1.14 37 4.36 1.11 75 4.19 
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Table 10. (continued) 
Males Females Grand 
Occupation Mean Sd N Mean Sd N Mean 
Farm Manager 2.24 1.12 37 2.12 1.21 75 2.18 
Engineer 2.30 1.05 37 2.80 1.24 75 2.55 
Highway maintenance worker 2.05 1.31 37 1.77 0.95 75 1.91 
Customs inspector 3.19 1.05 37 2.81 1.22 75 3.00 
Construction worker 1.51 0.90 37 1.67 0.81 75 1.59 
Surgeon 2.30 1.00 37 2.72 1.28 75 2.51 
Bell captain 2.92 1.16 37 2.42 1.17 73 2.67 
Door to door sales work 3.22 1.11 37 2.93 1.36 74 3.07 
Taxidermist 2.62 1.09 37 2.41 1.27 75 2.52 
Heavy equipment operator 1.51 0.80 37 1.51 0.81 75 1.51 
Dry cleaning store owner 3.49 1.12 37 3.47 1.18 75 3.48 
History professor 3.32 1.03 37 2.97 1.22 75 3.15 
Managing editor (e.g.. 
Time) 3.41 0.86 37 3.40 1.14 75 3.40 
Social worker 4.89 0.99 37 4.96 1.17 75 4.93 
Prima ballet dancer 5.89 1.15 37 5.82 1.21 73 5.86 
Magician 2.68 1.11 37 2.57 1.28 75 2.62 
Educational administra­
tor (e.g.. Dean) 2.86 1.00 37 2.91 1.35 75 2.89 
Humanities professor 3.73 1.04 37 3.56 1.06 75 3.64 
Insurance agent 3.51 1.12 37 3.23 0.94 74 3.37 
Professional athlete 2.51 1.15 37 2.87 1.22 75 2.69 
Theatrical director 3.70 1.10 37 3.47 1.26 75 3.58 
Law professor 2.47 1.13 36 2.72 1.17 75 2.60 
Forestry engineer 2.54 1.10 37 2.31 1.22 75 2.42 
Counseling psychologist 4.14 1.00 37 4.05 0.99 74 4.09 
Meteorologist 3.11 0.97 37 2.75 1.15 75 2.92 
Choreographer 4.38 1.26 37 4.33 1.23 75 4.36 
Jewelry designer 4.51 1.17 37 4.31 1.36 74 4.41 
Comedian 3.24 0.95 37 3.37 0.90 75 3.31 
District attorney 2.70 1.05 37 2.85 1.16 75 2.78 
Company president 2.30 0.91 37 2.59 1.23 75 2.44 
Miner 1.43 0.69 37 1.64 0.85 75 1.54 
Federal judge 2.32 0.97 37 2.44 1.24 75 2.38 
School principal 2.92 1.11 37 2.96 1.14 75 2.94 
Orchestra conductor 2.46 1.14 37 2.43 1.14 75 2.44 
Pharmaceutical sales work 3.62 0.89 37 3.61 1.10 74 3.61 
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Table 10. (continued) 
Males Females Grand 
Occupation Mean Sd N Mean Sd N Mean 
Elementary school teacher 5.68 1.06 37 5.43 1.25 75 5.55 
Head librarian 6.00 0.85 37 5.99 1.25 75 5.99 
Creative artist (e.g.. 
painter) 3.81 0.81 37 3.73 1.02 75 3.77 
Top level labor official 2.30 1.05 37 2.30 1.14 74 2.30 
Composer 3.27 1.10 37 3.26 1.09 74 3.26 
Cashier 5.16 0.92 37 5.17 1.13 75 5.17 
Singer 4.22 0.92 37 4.19 0.87 74 4.20 
University president 2.54 1.35 37 2.41 1.25 75 2.48 
Dietician 4.86 1.36 37 5.51 1.18 75 5.19 
Writer 3.73 0.87 37 3.92 0.54 75 3.82 
Journalist 3.75 0.94 36 3.99 0.69 75 3.87 
Architect 2.95 1.10 37 2.96 1.22 75 2.95 
High school teacher 4.08 0.73 36 4.28 1.99 75 4.18 
Radio announcer 3.35 1.06 37 3.31 1.16 75 3.33 
Nurse (registered) 5.94 1.27 37 5.75 1.37 75 5.85 
Race car driver 1.70 0.81 37 1.70 0,87 74 1.70 
Mathematician 3.46 1.04 37 3.35 1.10 74 3.41 
Park manager 3.05 1.05 37 2.81 1.18 75 2.93 
Law clerk 3.86 1.00 37 4.23 1.24 74 4.05 
U.S. supreme court justice 2.24 1.14 37 2.68 1.28 75 2.46 
Note: Higher scores indicate more females sextyping; lower scores 
indicate more male sextyping. 
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Table 11. Family background by group 
N Mean sd 
Correlations 
Group 
r 
with 
P 
Factor 1 304 25.70 6.49 .17 .11 
Factor 2 298 21,60 5.31 .09 .40 
Factor 3 304 9.30 5.15 .00 .98 
Factor 4 295 -2.89 5.58 .10 .33 
Factor 5 302 20.22 4.04 .06 .60 
Factor 6 304 9.27 2.33 .07 .51 
Factor 7 301 3.76 0.61 .11 .31 
BQ item 57 301 1.88 0.33 -.05 .65 
Veteran status 93 0.58^  0.50 -.01 .96 
Similar job in 
the service 85 0.29* 0.46 .01 .96 
Trained for job 
in the service 85 0.14^  0.35 .26 .02* 
Indicates item scores l=yes, 0=no. Factor 1 = Warm Relationship with 
Father; Factor 2 = Warm Relationship with Mother; Factor 3 - Parental 
Control vs. Freedom; Factor 4 = Socioeconomic Status; Factor 5 = Friction 
with Parents; Factor 6 = Sibling Friction; Factor 7 = Divorce or Separation 
of Parents; BQ items 57 = Death of nuclear family member. Data were based 
on a maximum of 258 males and 50 females. 
*Indicates statistically significant relationship. 
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Table 12. MF means for occupations represented in Phase 3 group 
Group Item Occupation Phase 2 
Grand Mean 
A and W 9 Secretary 6.27 
31 File Clerk 5.52 
37 Receptionist 6.02 
61 Practical Nurse 5.88 
124 Registered Nurse 5.85 
T 26 Police Officer 2.60 
74 Drafting 2.78 
77 Engineer 2.55 
Table 13. Post Hoc LSD test 
Grouping X N Group 
A 4.43 35 W 
B 3.58 29 A 
B 2.97 29 T 
Table 14. Similar occupation/training in the service 
n/% 
A's T's 
Not a veteran 21 20 
Veteran - no similar job/training 14/52% 13/52% 
Veteran - similar job 
trained in service 
not trained in service 
2/7% 
11/41% 
10/40% 
2/8% 
Total 48 45 
Table 15. Intercorrelations of work scale items 1-20 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10* 11 12 13* 14* 15 16* 17* 18* 19* 
2 .00 
3 .01 .06 
4 .13 .13 .17 
5 -.05 .04 -.00 .22 
6 .05 -.06 .55 .11 .05 
7 .17 .21 .13 .15 -.00 .26 
8 .27 .15 .05 .14 -.03 .10 .16 
9 .04 .09 -.02 - .05 -.00 -.00 .24 .07 
10* .09 -.01 .16 .11 .14 .30 .08 .12 .10 
11 -.07 -.07 .16 • -.04 .08 .20 .05 .01 -.01 .29 
12 .06 .02 .19 .06 -.14 .10 .02 .08 -.03 .10 .14 
13* .19 -.02 .08 .11 -.07 .06 -.13 -.06 -.05 .12 -.00 .22 
14* .12 .07 .35 .15 .01 .29 .19 .18 .04 .18 .15 .25 .25 
15 .11 .15 .19 .13 -.06 .11 .26 .04 .02 .08 .09 .12 .16 .13 
16* .10 .04 .17 .29 .09 .07 .10 .05 -.08 -.06 .06 .05 .22 .13 .17 
17* .15 .07 .19 .24 .07 .13 .15 .01 .05 .04 .12 .10 .21 .15 .33 .06 
18* .24 .04 .15 .20 .08 .04 .14 .06 -.02 .11 .13 .16 .19 .29 .26 .21 
19* .16 .12 .12 .24 .22 .11 .08 — .06 -.09 .19 .13 -.05 .23 .22 .19 .08 
20 .08 .04 .04 -.01 .10 .00 .13 -.07 .29 .11 .12 .05 --.01 .07 .10 .02 
Note: ; N = 135 , r : = .16 is s: ignificant at £<, .05, r = , .21 is significant at p< .01 
*Indicates negatively keyed items Signs of negatively keyed items have been ch< 
.18 
.48 .27 
-.04 -.02 .01 
of information. 
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Table 16. Means and chi-squares of work scale items 
Item N A 
Means 
T W df P 
1 143 0.83 0.78 0.86 2 1.14 .57 
2 143 0.88 0.82 0.80 2 1.03 .60 
3 143 0.14 0.25 0.30 2 3.58 .17 
4 142 0.83 0.69 0.80 2 2.90 .24 
5 143 0.84 0.84 0.70 2 3.91 .14 
6 143 0.08 0.29 0.18 2 6.81 .03 
7 143 0.45 0.53 0.46 2 0.78 .68 
8 143 0.55 0.58 0.76 2 5.47 .07 
9 143 0.67 0.76 0.66 2 1.17 .56 
10 141 0.83 0.74 0.80 2 1.12 .57 
11 143 0.00 0.02 0.04 2 1.95 .38 
12 143 0.47 0.45 0.72 2 8.75 .01 
13 143 0.47 0.27 0.26 2 6.00 .05 
14 143 0.86 0.71 0.72 2 3.59 .17 
15 143 0.73 0.71 0.74 2 0.10 .95 
16 143 0.16 0.13 0.10 2 0.87 .65 
17 143 0.39 0.44 0.42 2 0.31 .86 
18 143 0.43 0.51 0.38 2 1.68 .43 
19 143 0.41 0.40 0.50 2 1.22 .54 
20 143 0.55 0.60 0.60 2 0.32 .85 
21 143 2.92 3.09 2.62 6 8.17 .23 
22 143 3.86 3.62 3.70 6 4.74 .58 
23 143 3.61 3.67 3.74 4 0.87 .93 
24 143 2.98 3.20 3.32 4 8.19 .09 
25 143 2.67 2.71 2.78 6 6.37 .38 
26 143 1.73 1.69 1.64 4 0.70 .95 
Notes. Scoring: Items 1-20, 1 = true; 0 = false 
Items 21-26, 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 
3 = uncertain; 4 = agree; 
5 = strongly agree. 
Groups: A = atypical 
T = typical 
W = women 
